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D HBN your Preatiſs, 0 colevs- 
SES) bing the Nonjurors Separati- 
on came abroad, my Curio. 
ſity made me take the firſt 
convenient Opportunity 
could get to read it. 1 h 
2 great Deſire to ſee how a 
— Perſon, ho had writ ear neſt- 
ly againſt the Diſſenters about Schiſm, would deal 
with the Nonjurors upon that Head. And, to ſay 
the Truth, 1 was fancying with my ſelf befors 
hand, that this new Turn, given to the Contro- 

verſy about Schifm, might occaſion your more 
thorongh examining it; and lex ll fall 1 perhaps, 
ſomewhat or other, that might be for my Edifica® 
tion and Comfort, as a Diſſenter, How I have 
grated my Expectatjon and profited q by your 

erformance, yon will perceive f this det 2 
add reſꝭ d ich, ſelf, as a 's thankfu Acknowledg- 
ment. 

T n x Qparrel lying i intireſy among the A 
bettors of fſcopacy? 1 had hopes, the Difſen- 
ters might have ſtood by as 8 ators without 
giving any Offence. But your Preface ſoow 

en me, your angry » „ 
| A 2 | | 


TERS 
who have gi 


« <a" 


mannerly to their Neighbours, when they diſſer 


from them. And indeed, conſidering how - 
worſe. Treatment we have formerly been forc'd 
to indure, a little opprobrious Language may 
well be, born with Patience, and we have great 
Reaſon to be thankful to a good God, Who re- 
ſtrains onr Enemies from going further. 
Tu; Diſſeaters are too well known for their 
Charity, to be eaſily, thought to rejoice in Iuiquity. 
They are heartily ſorry, the Nation ſhould 5 
ſo divided about the Title of our only Lawful 
and Rightful Sovereign King GEORGE. And 
vou, Sir, are too wiſe an Qbſerver of Affairs, 
not to be ſenſible, they have reaſon, above all 
Men, to be ſorry upon this Account, ſince the 
Conſequeaces of the Divifion have fallen heavily. 
upon them; when the ,Papiſts were jain'd with 


another ſort of People, who more juſtly deſerv'd. 


the Name of - Fanatics. in plundering their Houſes 
and Temples,and a great many, beſides Nonjurors, 
were ſneering at the noble Exploit. The Truth 
is; tho” we are ſorry for the Wickedneſs we ſee: 
in any Party, yet we cannot but obſerve, and. 
admire the wiſe Conduct of Providence; that 


thoſe Gentlemen who pere formerly ſo cager in 


Charging 


(5) 
charging us-with Schiſm,; and perſecuting us for 
it, ſhould now fall out with one another upon 
the ſame Head. We hope 1adifferent Judges 
will now look upon the old Clamours againſt us, 
to have proceeded rather from the Temper of 
the Men, than any Deſert on our Part. Beſides 
we flatter our ſelves, that God will by this Means 
give our Adverſaries ſome Light into this Buſi- 
neſs of Schiſm, which certainly will do very well 
to accompany the Heat with which they uſe to 
tteat it. And, tis poſſible, the juſtice of our 
Plea, in our own Behalf, may, upon this Occa- 
ſion, be more eaſily diſcern'd, by thoſe who have 
hitherto been backward to hear any thing in our 
Favour. Tis likely the Diſſenters have not been 
Stoical enough to forbear ſmiling a little (which 
you call ſacering) at your Conduct. But as the 
Folly of that Conduct is own'd, ſo yon kuow, Sir, 
there is ſomewhat ridiculons in Folly, that is apt 
to move Men of the greateſt N make it 
therefore my humble Requeſt; That you will 
hereafter, in Compaſſion to the common Infirmi- 
ty (if it be an lofirmity) of Mankind, forbear in- 
ſultiag us, if you ſee we are guilty of any thing 
n 6 
GI me leave to take Notice of one Paſſage. 
ore in your Preface, relating partly to the Diſ- 
enters: Tis this; And have we not always told the 
4 that Schiſm is a moſt damnable Sin? Sure- 
ly therefore tis by no means an indifferent Thing, 
whether we reſort to the Publick or to the Private: 
Aſſemblies, (which do each of them claim the venerable. 
Name of the Church of England) for there is aſſurediy 
great Hazard of Salvation on one ſide or other. | only 
eſire, yon would here reflect upon the different 
Manner, 1n'which the Diſſeaters and the Nonju- 
'ors are treated. When the poor Diſſenters are 


fo he run down, | then Schiſm js 4 moſt dne 


(6) 
: But when the Nonjurors are to be dachte 
How is the eee minced? *77; by no means 
maifferent thin 25 and there is 1 great Hazard 
Salvation on one fide or other. Why all this Ten- 
derneſs now ih one Cafe rather than the other? 
H Schiſm be hat you have told the Piſſenterz'tis, 
Why ſuduld it not be the ſame in the Caſe of the 
Nonjuring Schiſmatics? Why ſhould not ey, be 
told as plainly as the Diſfenters, that they 
guiley of a moſt damnable Sin? 185255 your your Ex- 
preſſion does not im port your being in doubt 
on-which Side the Hazard lies becauſe you after, 
ward charge the Schiſm on the Nonjurors ; yet 
it ſhews you are not over free to ſpeak out i 
their Caſe. Is this equal dealing, ſuppoſing. w 10 
and they are both chargable with Schiſm ? ladeed 
Tenderneſs to the Nonjurors may not be the on- 
ly Cauſe of this. For your Principles muſt una- 
vaidably force you to give up all the Dioceſts of 
the Biſhops: that ſucceeded thoſe who were de- 
priv'd for Schiſmatics, as long as thoſe depriv'd 
Biſhops liv'd; ſo that tis likely here was ſome- 
what of a Tenderneſs for the Eſtabliſh'd Church. 
Further, How very ſoft is your Way of ſpeaking 
of their Aſſemblies 2 They are no otherwiſe di- 
ſtinguiſh'd from thoſe o the Pariſh-Churches 
— — as Private Aſſemblies from Publick Ones, each 
of them claiming the venerable Name of the Church 
of England. How different does the Stile uſe ta 
be, * our Aſſemblies are mention'd ? Conven- 
ticles, or any other diſgraceful Terms, will ſerve 
well enough upon that Occaſion. Tis eaſy ta 
ſee both by the Preface and the Beginning of your 
Treatiſe, the Reaſon of this different Treatment, 
is their Affection to Epiſcopacy and, the Common 
Prayer, But can you think we are be of of a 
greater Crime by being againſt both theſe, 0 
rr es we are againſt them, than they are 8 
ea · 


70 
S in the Pretender ? On 
ought him in, without e Po- 
Se — upon this Nation, and endan- 
gene g the Proteſtant Religion through the Hole 
orld ? And are Liberty, Property, and the Pro- 
teſtant Religion of leſs Value than Epiſcopacy 
and the A ut Liturgy? Nay, would not the 
Succeſs of their Attempt have robbid In | 
Liturgy it ſelf? cid! 27 
I come how to your Book, in thefinſt Chapter 
of which 1 ſhall. only take Notice of ohe g 
4 — is the 21 5 . N of the hole Chapter. 
I chin it neceſſary to fix the Sram uf this Diſpure (if 
Imay ſo ſpeak) in ſome one particular Dioceſe ʒ there 
cert 4 conſiderable Diuiiſity, 1. Bernsen 
the Caſe of the Prodince of Canter und thut 
the Province of York ; 2. Between the'Caſe of 
Dioceſes whoſe Biſhops were depriwi for. reſuſing re 
Oaths to King William and Queen Mary, and thoſe 
Dioceſes whoſe Biſhops took the:ſaidOaths, and were 
conſequently 2 to cuntinut in theiv Sees. Where - 
upon you fix on London, the Dioceſe you belong 
to, wherein the Scrength. of the Nonjurors Qom· 
munion es. 51677193186 10 12i0 ve 
Now I would ot conteſt uur f xing the cone 
of the Diſpute, were it not that d cocoa 
15 have thereby aà little altet d the. fy 
{hall ſubmit my Reaſons to your 


Ni \ V . ID 
ib Tn Dioceſe of Londen ſecmaanegtoo Dads 
row à Scene for this Diſpute, according to your 
own Account of Schiſm, which is lie Flatrer r 
puſh You tell us: * Schiſm is # Brexelrof ihat Uni- 
which ought to he maintain din the "Chriſtian 
Church W This Definition have jooked 
ooke 
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look'd upon to bs the moſt exact: But your 65 
Ing London as the Scene, ſeems" to be a waving - 
-th& Conſideration of any other than an intern 
Schiſm in that Dioceſe. d 1 is a Chriſtian the 
-who- lives in London, oblig'd on ly to conſid 
how he may maintain the Union of that Dioceſe? 
Is there not an Union, which that whole Dioceſe 
is to cultivate with others, and a Schiſmatical 
Breach of which it may be guilty? You need not 
de told, ho often the contrary has been urged 
upon the Diſſenters, who have been charg'd with 
Schiſm, not only for breaking the Union of 'a 
' Dioceſan and K Catholick Church; but likewiſe 
for breaking the Union which ougbt to be in the 
National C — Mens leaving their own par- 
tieular Church was then reckon'd an Ixregu- 
larity, but not a Schiſm, if _ W 9c 
with the N 0M denen, 0 any. 
QA YL *. 0 
. * g's: kriag the ene of the Diſpute 
does not ſuit your own Account of that Church, 
in which this Schiſm is. For thus in the Begins 
ning of your Bock you define the Church, from 
which you afterwards tell us this Separation 
and Schiſm is made: By the Church -of Eng- 
land i meant | that Body of Chriſtians ( Clergy and 
Zaity) wbo proſeſi tbemſelves Members of that m- 
munion, which is maintain d "amongſt: us under the 
Government of Biſhops, and by the Uſe of the Book 
Common Prayer. „So that e Schiſm is conſi- 
er'd with relation to this whole National 
3 Thus likewiſe you ſay in your Pre- 
face : There is undoubtedly a Schiſm between thoſe 
who pretend an equal Affection, and the warme ſt Zea 
f A oy r Holy Mother. © Wha then 1s/ 1 = 
| | ther ? 
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Mother? ls it the Dioceſe of Lenden, or the pro- 
vince-of Cant ? Is it not plainly the Natio- 
nal Church ? Don't you reckon , the whole 
Churctrof England, conſiſting of both Prayinces, 
makes but one Communion ? Is there not there- 
fore. a Schiſm from the whole Church, when 
there is a Schiſm from any one Part, Dioceſe 
or Province thereof Can there be à Schiſm 
in the Province of Canterbury, and the whole 
Church of England not be aſſected with it? 
That is, can there be in the Province of Canter» 
bury oppoſite Societies, renouncing Communion 
with each other; and yet both of them be 
united to the Province of Vr, in order to 
make up the one Church of England? Rxery 
Dioceſe therefore in both Provinces mult necet- 
ſarily be concern'd in the Schiſm that happens in 
any Dioceſe of either of them: And the Scene of 
the Diſpute ſhonld have been as wide as the 
National Church. A Miſtake in this Matter 
runs thro? your whole Treatiſe. You endeavour 
to ſhew, *how Independent Dioceſes may be 

ſchiſmatically ſeparated from one another, with - 
out their being either of them cut off from the 
Catholick Church: But you never attempt to 
prove what you principally ought; that Dio- 
ceſes, which are join'd together in one National 
Communion, may be ſchiſmatically ſeparated 
from each other, and yet neither of them be ſe. 
parated from that National Communion, .. 


II. You x Scene does not ſuit the Head of 
the Church, the Centre of her Unity, according 
to her Conſtitution. The two Pravigces make 
one Church, by being join'd together under one 
Prince, the Head of the National Church. There 
can be no other Centre or Principle of National 

Unity beſide the King. 4 the Narroywnelſs of 
OE n Jour 

| x. *% 7 
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Crd) 
your JIN makes ow very defedvive Abbt this 

you 'flevex uttłmpt to mäké it out, 
that two Ries piep acknowledge and adhere 
r of them 1 different Head, tan be both 
Ben n in e in one National 


on id r 910 
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N the Confideratidn of the 
ince of l er e Scene is tod nafrow 
for the Neptse Por do hot all 
the ſeveral 7 1 of the rovince bf Ckiterbui 
make up one Proviticial' Church? Are you not 
_ that there ought to be ſich an Union? 
then can there be a'Breach in the Union of 
theſe ny Aud yet they all conewr't to make 
ohe Proviheial Güte? 


V. No x does your Keie Fe fe auchn 
of Canterbury, the Centre and Principal of the 
Unity of that Provigeial Church is not the 
Archbiſhop of Cunterbiy the Head of this Pro- 
vincial Church? Are fo all the Biſhops and Dio- 
ceſes therein one, by being all united to him as 
their Head ? Thiak du not, that ĩt ought to be 
o? Can then any Biſhop in the Proviiice ſeparate 
from the Archbiſhop, and yet continue one with 
him? Or could there be two oppoſite Archbiſh- 


. ops, Dr. Sancroſt, and Dr. Tillot ſon, and the Biſh- 

ops, who adher'd, ſome to one, ſome to the o- 

ther, be in Communion as Members of the lame 
Provincial Church? 

Vox ſecond Chapter js delgh'd to prove, 
+ That Dr. Compton” continued rightful Biſhop Li 
| xa ro. the * 22 of his Death. 355 N 
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A net geaſp $9 bg Bi op.of Landes by « ggg: 
tary ROMO 6 
Privatign!; hic 205 
Ware expelly, coal 5 u; Nor by 5719 Forfei- 
ture; WR this 1 45 2 4 * Wy 
ſay, even this D For, 1. th 
_—_ it Hi — wi the. Net 
Biſhops, i Tus eo 8 77 8 . 
— with him, 4 
very Date of their Depriuation . The Did he he oy 
fait it aſter their DOI 
incanſiſtent with the Wt Þ it wers gram- 
ed, that, bis baving £5; Gaul, to Fes Win William 
ons Corr Mary l f 
of the Liturgy throughout his Dioceſe, were ba: 
ſinful Grmpleanses 5 yet be did nat 572 4 ts vs 
| Epiſcopal Relation to, 8. Far if thoſe Altians: nere 
4 r of his See ;, then bis See was ſorfeitad in- 
 wiediately raſter the Revolution, Your nference 
from the Practice of the  Nonjories Biſhops is 
too. large. It ought to be no more than this, 
that Dr. C. did not, in the Opinion of the Non- 
juring Biſhops at that time, for feit bis See. The 
177 5 Biſhops might, ia their great Charity, 
hold Communion with him as Biſhop of Landon 
longer than they aught-to have done. And tis 
not their Practice, hut the Reaſon of the Thiog, 
that muſt determine, whether he had forfeited his 
See, or no. The Nonjurors therefore may eaſily 
anſwer ; Dr. & forfeited his See, when he was guil- 


is a'Forfeiture. There is a Miſtake that runs thro? 
Your. Whole Argument 3 That you thiak there js 
no Forfeigure, till there bea Sentence of Depriva- 
tion Nom certainly, Fhe Forfeiture is made as 
ſoon as aan is guilty of what deſerves the Sen- 
tence believe this one Argument will prove 
my Aſſertion . A Reuß Aut be a Perſon's 


19 own 


will he, 048 60 Nor by De- 
e to where you 


1 of what according to the Ca nons of the Church, | 
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(iz) 
own Af, whereas the Sentence is the Ac of the 
Jud e. A Murderer forfeits his own Life as ſoon 


as he has committed the Murder. The judge 
does not forfeit it for him, when he paſſes Sen- 
tence; the Sentence being only a Declaration of 
the Forfeiture, which the Murderer himſelſ has 
made, according to the Senſe of the Law. And 
Unleſs you allow what 1 ſay, 1 cannot imagine, 
what Diſtinction you will make between a De- 
Privation, and a Forfeiture. & 
Pxxjavs 1 may beſt ſatisfe you, that your 
Argument will not hold, by applying it to prove 
ſomewhat you diſlike. For Inſtance ; we all a- 
gree in charging the Church of Rome with Schiſm; 
and fay the Communion of her Biſhops is to be 
avoided as Schiſmatical. But how eaſy is it for 
a Romaniſt, to uſe your way of arguing, to prove 
the contrary ? If the Popiſh Bi ops N their 
Schiſm forfeited their Right to their Dloceſt 

and to the Obedience of Chriſtians who belong? 
do them, they forfeited it either before, or a 
the Reformation : Not before the Reformation, 
for *till the very Reformation, the Perſons, who 
were afterward Proteſtant Biſhops, held Com- 
munion with them ; not after the Reformation, 
for what did they after it which they did not 

before, when your own Biſhops held Communion 
with them, or that was inconſiſtent with their 
Right to their Sees? &c. But if it will be lefs 


- offenſive to you, I will apply your Argument to 


the Caſe of the Miniſters ejeQed in 1662. If 
theſe Miniſters, fay 1, forfeited their Livings, 
they muſt do it either before br after Bartbolo- 


mewp-day > Not before, becauſe ſeveral of your 


own Biſhops held Communion with them till that 
very Day; not after, for what did they after, 
"that" they did not before, or that was ineonſiſe 


Fo - 


) 

 FoxTHER, tho? your Argument may ſeem 
very ſubtil, yet 1 fear, it will hardly convince 
the Nonjurors, For when they pretend Dr. C. 
Forfeited his See by Schiſm, may they not well be 
ſuppos'd to ſay, the Schiſm was not fully form'd 
before the actual Deprivation of the Biſhops ? 
And may they not give a phauſible Reaſon at 
leaſt for the Nonjurors continuing in Commu- 
nion with thoſe that took the Oaths till that 
time? Till the Deprivation, Dr. Sancroſt, and 
the reſt of the Nonjuring Biſhops, may be ſup- 
pos'd to have been waiting for an Opportunity 
of proceeding againſt Dr. Gmpton, from which 
they were hinder'd by the State of publick 'Af- 
fairs; and ſo they continued Communion with 
Him, as the Church does with notorious Offend- 
ers, till their Proceſs is finiſh'd, and they are 
judicially excommunicated. But at the Depri- 
vation the Caſe is quite alter'd, and the Commu- 
nion is actually broken. There is then ſome new 
Guilt on one or the other Side, that breaks the 
Communion at the very Deprivation ; and if it 
Hes on Dr. Gmpton's Side, he may, notwithſtand- 
ing your Argument, at the Deprivation forfeit 
On again, Dr. Sancroft, and thoſe of his Side, 
might poſlibly think the taking of the Oaths to 
King William and Queen Adary was not ſuch a 
Sin as ſhould immediately make them break Com- 
munion with Dr. Compton: They might apprehend 
too, that to inſiſt ſo rigorouſly upon the Canons 
of the Church was at that time unſeaſonable ; 
and conſidering what Hand they had in the 
Prince of Oranges coming over, this may not 
ſeem improbable. Now this will juſtify, or at 
leaſt excuſe their holding Communion with Dr. 
Compton, till the Deprivation. But the Caſe then 
becomes intirely different ; The Queſtion is nor 

; nee , any 
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(644) | 
any; langer, whether; Dr. 'Comprox's taking the 
Oa ths is ſo great a Sin a$-ſhould, make Dr. Say: 
creſt avoid his Communion ? But whether Dr. 
Spree not taking the Oaths is ſuch a grieyq 
Sin, that tis become lau ful ſor Pr. Cumpeon tp 
break Communiog with him, and join with: an 
oppoſite Archbiſhop, ſet pp in his room ? Before 
the Deprivation, the Biſgaps might each enjoy 
his on Opinion without breaking Communien; 
hut then the Schiſm was form'd by Dr, Compror's 
leaving the Communion of the Biſhops,” which, 
the Nonjurors ſay, and you in your Argument 
allow, were unjuſtly depriy'd. - And indeed Dr. 
Compton muſt be conſider'd in his relation to the 
Provincial Church of Canterbury; and the Que- 
ſtion is, which were the Rightful Biſhops of that 
Provincial Church after the Depriyation,? For 
i Dr. n Hye his Party were the Biſhops gf 
that provincial Church, then Dr. Compton farteit- 
ed his being a Biſhop of that provincial Church; 
unleſt he could at the ſame time be a: Biſhop of 


Province. 


+ 


(4-135 v7 to reac 3} 23 [37S N 
Tou next proceed to prove, Dr. Compron did 


not forfeit his Dioceſe by * maintaining Cummumi un 
with thoſe Biſhops, who were placed: in the Sees of the 
depriued ones. And here you make them Three 
as large Conceſſions, as they can well deſire. 
-+ 1. That the late Revolution was utterly unjuſt ifi- 
Able, and: that the Settlement conſequent upon it wa: 
-wterly null 2. That the Biſhops who were depriv d 
fer not Marg l . it werte Cnſeſſars for their: Re- 
fuſal ; and that thoſe Biſbops who were placed in their 
Sers were Schiſmatical Intriulars. 3. That Dr. Gomp- 
ton, then Biſbop of London, wa, guilty of Schiſm in 
. re .©lkbfon at 5319 2 
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maintaining nme, with rhoſe Sobi frdatical ils 

rudert. tie 4, nn ad 
.» L Youbt not the Nos urors.will gire youa great 

many Thanks for 5 Conceſſions, and think 


you have orten d the Controverſy with à witarſs. 
But 1 am very moch miſtaken; if the whole 
Beach of Biſnops will reckon themſewes mhch 
= to you, for giving them up as Furoel uf 
aticks.' 1 am very ſure! the Government 
n take it kinUly of you;: to have 
them 'Thus' in the larch. For tis evident, ou 
don't attempt to make the Government one 
Friend mote than it has already. The Deſiga uf 
Conceſſions and all your arguing upon them, 
to ſtrengthen ybur Church by the Addiniom f 
thoſe whom vou allow to continue Eüemies to 
the Government. This I apprehend: is a0 real 
Diſſervice to the Government, tho I do mot 
charge you with any ſuch Intentions. Coextaia- 
ly: the Enemies of our preſent happy State; 
who turk ia the Church, are much more 1dans 
gerous than the Nomjurors, who profeſs their 
Principles, and may be more caſily watch'd, 
and kept from doing Miſchief [Beſides, ! tho? 
or pretend to make theſe Conceſſions % has 
the Cntroverſy ; yet the Reader mult, :\be 

ery careleſs, with does not ſee, you Aon't here- 

L act upon that fingle Conſideradion. Half 
© theſe Conceſſions 4 pear; by what yo fay after; 
ward, to be ng öther than your on ſeitiod 
Principles.” The latter half of aur ſrcond Oun⸗ 
celfon, chat rho/e *Biſhips who avere placed Gniithiin 
che deprived Biſhops} Se, mere Sthiſmiktical i dex 


2 


ler 3 be your dn Judgment; becanſer yrur 
Who's that ra '4 ele 94 bed proper Ju. 
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ditature,” he no more ceaſes to he Biſhop of his See by 
— guilty of the Schiſm of Co-ordination, than he. 
ceaſes to he | Biſhop of bis ww being 4 Drunkard, or 
guilty of any ot her enormous Vice. That is, he ne- 
ver ceaſes to be Biſhop of his Dioceſe for any 
Crime, till he is depos'd by a proper Judicature, 
and juſt before you let us know, you take a Sy- 
nod to be that proper judicature. So that ſince 
the Nonjuring Biſhops were never depos'd by a 
Synod, they did not ceaſe to he Biſhops of their 
Sees, and they who came in their Room were ac- 
cording to your own, as well as the Nonjurors 
Principles, Schiſmatical Intruders.'| And hence 
*twill follow, that your third Conceſſion is like - 
wiſe your own Opinion; that Dr. Compton, then 
Biſhop of London, was guilty of Schi ſin in maintain- 
ing Communion with thoſe Schiſmatical Intruders. 
ow is it not natural for a Man to ſuſpect, that 
as tis evident one balf of the Conceſſions you 
pretend to make to ſhorten the Controverſy, 
are no other than your on Sentiments, ſo the 
other half may very poſſibly be ſo too I am 
confident the Nonjurors will underſtand you ſo, 
and think you agree with them in their grand 
Principle, that the Revolution was utterly unjuſtifi- 
able, and the Settlement conſequent upon it null; and 
that the Biſhaps who were depriv'd for not ſubmittin 

to it, were Confeſſors for their Refuſal. They will 
be apt to think, you ſalve your Submiſſion to the 
preſent Government by the Help of ſome 'ſach 
Fabeil Evaſion, as you would have them uſe in 

ſubmitting to one, whom they eſteem. a Schiſ- 
matical Biſhop. You. know, Sir, how apt they 
are to give an invidious Turn to any Thing, and 
it can do you no Hurt to guard againſt ſach a 
Charge, which, to ſay the Truth, your Words, 
as they now lye, give-too- much Occaſion for, 
till you clear your ſelf by an expreſs Declaration 


* of 
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_ Gf the cotitiity; and that is ſoon made, withoüt 
any great matter of Trouble. 
HAVING made theſe Conceſſions, you add 3 
# dare ſay, theſe Cinceſſions will be eſteem'd large enough 
6 Conſcienre';, Doubtleſs they will; 1 don't ſup- 
ſe the Nonjurors will dere more. And I bid 
| Nonjurors heartily welcome to all the 1 


2 


they can draw om them. The Prudence of t 
Expreſſion may perhaps - deferye. your ſecon 
Thoughts. You can't but be fenſible, that 4 
way of arguing, after you have made theſe Con- 
ceſllons, is wonderfully nice and fine; and tho? 
ou may be fully per ſuaded, as I doubt not you 

are, that tis juſt and clear; yet whete there is 
o much Nicety in the Argument, a ſmall Flaw; 
that will ſpoil it, may flip a Man's Obſervation 3 
and it would poſſibly have been time enough to 
bid your Adverſaries welcome to all the. Advan- 
tages they can draw from your Conceſſions,” when 
upon Trial you ſhould have found what they were: 
And really the Revolution, and conſequent Sets 
Hement, are too conſiderablefor you to give them 
up to the Nonſurors in your nice Conceſſions; 
without making a Reſerve for your after juſtify ing 
them in caſe your Cauſe ſhould need your doing 
D. But ydu g nn ]ĩ?7? ov 
For Iſtiil contend, that thi aforeſaid Dr. Compton 
continued our Biſhop notwithſtanding and. that | his 
ſuppoſed) Stiſmatical Communion with the 7d) 

hiſmatical rs, was not 4 Forfeiture e his 

Right to hi See. For the clearing this Aſſertion, 
on. tel} us: There is 4 wide Difference between the 
biſin'of Co-ordination, and the Schiſm of Subardinatir 
n. Pr. Compton's Schiſm, you ſay, was only of 
Co-ordination, that is a Breach of that Peace he 
ought to have maintain'd with his Colleagues, 
who wete his Equals. Now this I take to be a 
iſtake! Dr. * rather what you al 
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4:Schiſms of Subordinatioi,) it being between a Sape- 


rior and an Inferior. ' According to the Conſti- 
tution of the Church of England, an Archbiſhop 
is ſuperior to all the Biſhops in his Province 3 
and unleſs he were ſo, I can't underſtand how the 
whole Province ſhould make one Church. Nay 
he has a Power over all the Biſhops: in his Pro- 
vince. The Author of The Clergy Man's Vade 
Mecum, ſays : + © He has Power of: Viſiting and 
et cenſuring all other | Biſhops within his Pro- 
„ yinee,” *Tis lately: diſputed, whether he can 
cc proceed to a Sentence of Deprivation or not; 
„ hut yet we have ſeen ſuch a Sentence take 
« effect. [He means, I ſuppoſe, the Caſe of 
Biſhop Watſon, depriy' d by Archbiſhop Tuniſon. J 
Upon Occaſion he appoints 'Coadjutors to 
d other. Biſhops, if they grow infirm or diſ- 
© abled.— To him, in his Court of Arches, 
* lje Appeals from the Courts of all other Biſhops, 
& and Archdeacons within his Province.“ J. He 
may ſuſpend any Biſhop from ordainiag for two 
Years: together upon his giving Orders contrary 
to the Laws of the Church. He may reſtrain 
the Number of Apparitors in any Dioceſe ; 
F and in many Caſes a Biſnop has not a Power to 
abſolve a Perſon belonging to his Dioceſe, but 
the Abſolution of tbe Archbiſhop is neceſſary. 
Nay every Bifhop, at his Conſecration, profeſſes 
and promiſes upon Oath all due Obedience and 
and Reverence to the Archhiſhop, and the Me- 
tropolitical Church of N. and to their Succeſſors. 
And as to the Biſhop of London in particular, he 
he is the Archbiſhop of  Canrerbury's Provincial 
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Dean. So that there is a vaſt Difference between 
this Caſe and that of Independent Churches, 
which have no Relation one to another, but as 
they ſtand in a common Relation to the Catho- 
lick Church, and Chriſt the Head of it. 
＋ Now 4 Biſhop s being guilty of the Schiſm of C. or- 


dination, is by no means 4 Forfeiture of his See, any 
more than the Drunkeneſs, or Tnjuſtice, or other ſinſul 
Act or Habit of a Biſhop, is a Forfeiture of it. I grant, 
that the Schiſm of Co-ordination may be moſt juſtly (and 
ought to be in ſome Caſes) the Ground of a Biſhop's De- 
priuation by Synodical Cenſure 5 and ſo may his Drun- 
2 my ice, or 5, other ſc 77 Crime. 2 
1 affirm, that till a Biſhop is depoſed by a proper Fu- 
dicature, he no more ceaſes to Biſhop of hr Sex by 


— 4 on guilty of the Schiſm of Ci-ordination, than he 


es to be Biſhop of his See by being a Drunkard, or 
being guilty of any other enormous Vice. For which 


way can the Schiſm of Co-ordination diſſolve the Relati- 
on between a Biſbop and his Dioceſe ? | beg leave to 
-make a mow Remarks upon this Paſſage. 


WP 0 T: N nA R are two Aſſertions in it, which 
Hand a little too near to one another, conſiderin 
how inconſiſtent they ſeem to be. I mean the 
two: That a Biſhop's being guilty of the Schiſm of C 
ordination is by no means 4 Forfeiture of his See; and. 
That it may be moſt juſtly (and ought indeed to be in 


Jome Caſes) the Ground of a Biſhop's Deprivation by 
Synodical Cenſure. . aordie to what 
I obſery'd before, whatever is moſt juſtly the Ground 
| of 4 Biſhop's Deprivation muſt amount to a Forfei- 
ture of his See. A Synodical Cenſure is no For- 
feiture. If 'twere, t would be always ſo ; where- 
as if the Cenſure be cauſeleſs, there is no Forſei- 


. 2 | ture 
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ture at all. How many were the Deprivations 
by Synodical Cenſure during the ian Con- 
troverſy? And yet no Man of any Side will 
think the Biſhops, who were thus depriy'd, had 
always forfeited their Sees. Fred, ot 


II. Vo u produce not any Reaſon far your 
Jaying ſo great à Streſs upon a Synodical Cenſure, 

Tis not unlikely, the Nonjurors, againſt whom 
you are arguing, may allow much of this Power. 
But if the thing he confider'd in its own Nature, 
pan you aſſert an abſolute Neceſſity of their Con- 
gurrence? Muſt not the lodging this Power in 
Synods be the Reſult of Prudence rather than 
any Right which .Syneds could claim? Synods 


- 


were look d upon as indifferent Judges, to whom 


Fontending Parties might leave the Degiſion of 
their Quarrels. . But if the judgment af a Synod 
he ſo abſolutely neceſſary, by a Right antecedent 
0 the Agreement of Churches; I would faig 
know, by what Rule, antecedent to that Agree- 
ment, the Synods which are to have this Power 
are to be form'd. I take it for granted, that tho? 
you allow this Power to Oecumenical Sy nods, yet 
here you mean no other than National or Pro- 
vincial Synods. But why mpſt'a Sy nod conſiſt 
only of the Biſhops of a Nation or ia Province: 
Why has not the Biſhop of another Province, if 
he can be preſent, as much Right ta vote as any 
Biſhop of that Provin 
ig prior to any Compact of Churches, and all Bi- 
ſhops are equal, and each ſupreme and independent 
in his Dioceſe, the C nence muſt be, that 
the Right of voting, concerning a Biſhop, muſt 


equally belong to all the Hiſbaps in the World. 
+ III. Ir ſeems ſtrange to me that nothingſhould 


perhought capable of qielying w 


? If the Right of Synode 
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this Flock, during his Life, without a formal 
Reſixnation, or a Synodical Cenſure. 1 ſhould 
think a Biſhop, by aotoriouſly- renouncing Chri- 
ſtianity, was anciently reckon'd to depoſe himſelf; 
without either of thoſe things; the? your Way 
of expreſling your ſelf hardly leaves room for you 
to allo this. The Relation between a Biſhop 
and his particular Flock, is founded upon a Con- 
track; and certainly then he may be guilty of ſuch 
an eſſential Violation of the Contract as ſhall di 
ſolve the Relation. What Reaſon is there, why 
it ſhould not be in this as well as other Relations, 
whichchave the like Foundation? Tis not unlike- 
ly, that ſome, at leaſt, in the ancient Times might 

orſake the Communion of their Biſhop- upon. 
his becoming notoriouſly wicked: But was there 
ever any Cenſure paſt upon ſuch by any Synod, 
when they judg'd the Biſhop's Wickedneſs amoun- 
ted to a Forfeiture, or deſery'd Deprivation? I 
— that ever I met with any ſuch In- 
| ace, E Kere vv 


IV. T x 1 s Doctrine of yours (as I obferv'd bes 
fore) aſſerts the Right of the Nonjuring Biſhops 
to their Sees after their Deprivation (for they 
were never depos'd by Synodical Cenſure) and 
makes their Succeſſors Schiſmatical Intruders, 
And this is now no longer a bare Conceſſion, but 
muſt be look d upon as your certain and avowed 
Principle. Which is ſuch a notorious flying in 
the Face of the Government, that I cannot bu 
think Prudence will make you forbear the like 
for the time to come. Ns 


lh I requeſt you to conſider, whether you 
have not, by this Doctrine, ſtabbed the Cauſe of 
your! own Church to the very Heart. 77 4 
Rear 


(2290 | 
he is depriv'd by Synodical Cenſure; you ſay} 
be dors vor ceaſe to be Biſhop of his See 3 1 then infer 
the Popiſh Biſhops, depriv'd in the Beginning of 
Queen Flizaberh's Reign, continued the Rightful 
Biſhops after their Deprivation 3 (for they were 
never depos'd by a proper Judicature,' and indeed 
there was no Synod held *till Teveral Years after 
their Deprivation) and ſo the Proteſtant Biſhops 
who were put in the Places of thoſe Popiſh de- 
priv'd ones, were Schiſmatical Intruders ; and 
von have in your great Reſpect to the Church of 
Ergland, as reform d, made her Schiſmatical from 
Her very Original. And this Caſe, you muſt 
own, reach'd to both Provinces. All the Four 
Biſhops of the Province of York were thus De- 
priv*d, and ſo that became an intirely Schiſmati- 
cal Province; and no leſs than Fourteen of the 
Biſhops of the Province of Canterbury were in the 
fame Caſe. I am glad, Sir, you did not live-in 
Queen El;zabeth's Days to publiſh your Doctrine, 
which might have created you a great deal of 
Trouble; for ſhe was too touchy to have born 
xt patiently. XI 2 rv FE, 


VI. WII I you pleaſe to confider how many 
this Doctrine of yours will involve in the Guile 
of Schiſm in Arch Biſhop Abbot's Cafe ? He was 
ſequeſter'd by the King's Commiſſion without 

any Synodical Cenſure; and five Biſhops (among 
whom Laud was one) were appointed to do, ex- 
ecute, and 1 all and every thoſe Acts, 
Matters, and Things any way touching or con- 
cerning the Power, juriſdiction, or Authority 
of the ſaid Arch Biſnop, in matters Eccleſiaſti- 
cal, as amply, fully and effectually, to all Intents 
and Purpoſes, as the ſaid Arch Biſhop himſelſ 
might have dane. So that —_ to your. 
own Doctrine, Laud, the Biſhop a 
vil | Welt, 


— — 
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Wells, and the Biſhops of London, Durbum, Nos 
cheſter, and Oxford, were all Schiſmaticks for in- 
vading the Authority of the Arch Biſhop; who 
was not Synodically depos d. And; which per- 
haps may be worſe than all the reſt, King Charles 
the Martyr muſt himſelf become a Schiſmatick 
for granting the Commiſſion. n 
wer, Den ens - 0463 1 

VII. Tuis Doctrine of yours will make ſad 
Work in your Church, by bringing in one of the 
Biſhops of the Province of ort, - viz, Durbaum, 
and tyo. of the Province of cant I mean 
the late Biſhop of Rocheſter, and ane of the de- 
priv'd Biſhops, the Biſhop of Pererborough, into 
a Schiſm. They all of them inyaded the Autho- 
rity. of the late Biſhop of Landon in governing, 
his Dioceſe, and particularly in degrading Mr. 
Samuel Johnſon ;; though his Lordſhip had no Sy- 
nodical Cenſure paſs d upon him. So that for 
ought I ſee, the Anti-Biſhops of Pererborovwghymuſt 
have been both of them Schiſmatical. + 
VIII. TWII IL be impoſlible, according to 
this Doctrine, that a Biſhop, whom the King ot 
England favours, ſhould forfeit his See by any 
Wickedneſs whatſoever. You ſay, no Biſhop 
can be depriy'd but by a Synod: But according 
to the Conſtitution. of the Church of England; 
no Synod, can act but by the King's Licence. 
Let him then but Countenance the Biſhop, and 
not allow the Sy nod to act, and he ſhall keep in 
the Biſhop as REED Biſhop of the See, let him 
turn what he will, a Heathen, a Turk, or a.Jew : 


Had ſuch Doctrine been publiſh'dancieatly, there 
would have been leſs Danger in it to the Chriſtian 
Church; but in our ſtate of. Affairs tis moſt per- 
nicious. When the Judging of Biſhops was re- 
ſerv'd anciently to Synods, no Matter could long 

| x remain 
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he is depriy'd by Synodical Cenfure; you ſay} 
he tors vor ceaſe to be Biſpop of his Se; I then infer 
the Popiſh Biſhops, depriv'd-in the Beginning of 
Queen Eli abeths Reign, continued the Rightful 
Biſhops after their Deprivation 3 (for they were 
never depos'd by a proper ſudicature, and indeed 
there was no Synod held *till ſeveral Years after 
their Deprivation) and ſo the Proteſtant Biſhops 
who were put in the Places of thoſe Popiſh de- 
priv'd ones, were Schiſmatical Intruders; and 
vou have in your great Reſpect to the Church of 
England, as reform d, made her Schiſmatical from 
Her very Original. And this Caſe, you muſt 
on, reach'd to both Provinces. All the Four 
Biſhops of the Province of vori were thus De- 
priv'd, and © that became an intirely Schiſmati- 
cal Province; and no leſs than Fourteen of the 
Biſhops of the Province of Canterbury were in the 
fame Caſe. I am glad, Sir, you did not live in 
Queen El;zabeth's Days to publiſh your Doctrine, 
which might have created you a great deal of 
Trouble; for ſhe was too touchy to have born 
xt patiently. N 
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VI. WII I you pleaſe to conſider how many 
this Doctrine of ours will involve in the Guile 
of Schiſm in Arch Biſhop Abbot's Cafe ? He was 
(equeſter'd by the King's Commiſſion without 
any Sy nodical Cenſure; and five Biſhops (among 
whom Laud was one) were appointed-to do, ex- 
ecute, and perform all and every thoſe Acts, 
Matters, and Things any way touching or con- 
cerning the Power, juriſdiction, or Authority 
of the faid Arch Biſhop, in matters Eccleſiaſti- 
cal, as amply, fully and effectually, to all Inteats 
and Purpoſes, as the ſaid Arch Biſhop himſelf 
might have dane. So that according to your 
own Doctrine, Land, the Biſhop ö 

＋ Wells, 


— — 


C33) 


| Wells, and the Biſhops of Londen, Durham, Nes 
cheſter, and Oxford, were all Schiſmaticks for in- 
vading the Authority of the Arch Biſhop, who 
was not Synodically depos d. And; which per- 
haps may be worſe than all the reſt;' King Charles 
the Martyr muſt himſelf become a Schiſmatick 
for granting the Commiſſion. Foy 


+ 14 
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VII. Tuis Doctrine of yours will make ſad: 
Work in your Church, by bringing in one of the 
Biſhops of the Province of York, © viz, Durbam, 
and two of the Province of unt I mean 
the late Biſhop of Rocheſter, and ane of the de- 
priv'd Biſhops, the Biſhop of Peterborough, into 
a Schiſm. They all of them inyaded the Autho- 
rity. of the late Biſhop of Landon in governing, 
his Dioceſe, and particularly in degrading Mr- 
Samuel Johnſon ; though his Lordſhip had no Sy- 
nodical Cenſure paſs d upon him. So that for 
ought 1 ſee, the Anti-Biſhops of Pererborongi muſtz 
have been both of them Schiſmaticaailu. 
| Words” M 4 CRT: 
VIII. TWII I be impoſſible, according to 
this Doctrine, that a Biſhop, whom the King of 
England fayours, . ſhould. forfeit his See by any 
Wickedneſs whatſoever. You ſay, no Biſhop 
can be depriy'd but by a Synod: But accordin 

to the Conſtitution. of the Church of England; 
no Synod, can act but by the King's Licence. 
Let him then but Countenance the Biſhop, and 
not allow the Sy nod to act, and he ſhall keep in 
the Biſhop as N Biſhop of the See, let him 
turn what he will, a Heathen, a Turk, or a Jew : 


Had ſuch Doctrine been publiſh'danciently, there 
would have been leſs Danger in it to the Chriſtian 
Church; but in our ſtate of. Affairs tis moſt per- 
nicious. When the Judging 'of Biſhops was re- 
{cry'd aucicntly to Synods, no Matter could long 

: ' Temaln 
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remain undecided; nor could the Church jet 
rece ire a wicked Biſhop ; becauſe 
Synods were then- in moſt places held at leaſt 
twice a ear; whereas perhaps tis a Queſtion 
whether our Engliſh Clergy are ever like to be 
in ſo good a Temper, as that it mould be advi- 
ſeable to let them ſit again. 

I think, what I have ſaid will ſufficiently ſhew 
the Compariſons you have here uſed, do not come 
home to the Caſe 5 1 therefore paſs them over, 
and proceed to your third | hope Here you 
have ſaid a great deal to Protended Con- 

gien of Sebiſme 1 ſhall oh. x. take notice of one 
2 two Places, where I think you miſtake the 
Caſe, about which you are arguing 25 
Tus then you are pleas to reaſon : 4 * 
the Ivferiov Clergy 6s Laity be guilty of the Schifm of 
| Subordination H withdrawing t hemſelves from their 
Biſhop's Obedience, by renounc ing Communuon with him, 
Congregations in oppoſition to him, by 
obſtrulting or hindering bis Adminiſtration, or the 
like ; the Unity of the Dioceſe is broken, by ſuch 


Perſons —— om the Biſhop, who is the Centre 
or Principle of it. But which way does a Biſhop's be- 
ing - guilty 25 


1 m of Ordination _ hi. 
own Flock recede from the Principle or Centre of Unity ; 
Thaugh be is a Principle or Centre of Unity to 55 
with . & to the Government of his own Diftrift 

oe bo de 4 Proves e or Centre Unity a chew with 
#eſpett to other Diſtrifts, with the Adminiſtration of 
Government of which they have no concern. Chriſti 
ans are united to Chriſt, and to one another, by Virt 
of their Baptiſm: Wow! as our Baptiſmal 22 
venant remains fi 4 we certainly retain 4 


EN to Go our Had, and to all our. Fellow 
en, 


Ry 
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Members in orber On 2 farver d 
um Bj rove to u Biſbapsof neighbouring Sets. 
Tis ar ar. — to allow, thit 4 Schiſm 
between independent Biſhops and Churches does 
not prtwe, that one or other of them muſt ne- 
ceſſatily be aut of the Cathalick Church. Nor 
do I ſte what Anſwer can be given to the Reaſon 
yu alledge to prove it; viz; That bath Sides in 
the Schiſm may remain united to Chtiſt the Head 

- of the Catholick Church. But however 1 like 
your Diſcourſe in other reſpects; yet J can't but 
tell vou, I think it does not come home to the 
Nonjutors Caſe. The Queſtion, as 1 conceive; 

is concerning a Schiſm not from the Catholick, 

0 from a National or Provincia} Church. In- 
dependent Churches, between wham there is 4 
Schiſm, 1 both be one with the Catholick 
Church, they may both hold the ſame 
Head of it Fa but if one af them denies Chriſt 
the Head af the Chureb, ydu muſt own ſne can't 
belong to the Catholic Church. juſt fo, 1 ſay, 
the Arch-Biſhop of Canterbury is the Head of the 
Provincial Church, the Principle and Centre of 
Provincial Unity; and thereſore a _— of that 
Province, who diſowns the rightful Arch-Biſhop, 
breaks the Unity of the Provincial Church; and 
do they who join with him. And a Parochial 
Miniſter may as well maintain the Dioceſan Uni- 
ty, while he difowns his own Biſheop; or a Pa- 
riſhioner may as well maintain the Dioceſan U- 
nity, while he joins with a Miniſter who diſowns 
his Biſhop z as a Biſhop can maintain the Provin- 
cial Unity, while be difowns his proper Metro- 
rome 1 may likewiſe. reſemble this by civil 
Matters, as you do in the latter End of the fore- 
going Chapter. Tis poſlible two diſtin& Cor- 
83 may earneſtly contend and quatrel a- 
bout their Rights and Priviledges, and other 0 | 
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Prince: 


0260 

ſons may correſpond with, or aid and aſſiſt eittief 
Side, without any Breach of the National Unity; 
becauſe they may at the ſame time on both Sides 


ee 2 preſerve their Allegiance to their 
t in caſe one Side renounces their Al- 


legiance to their Prince, the Principle and Cen- 


tre of National Unity, and declares for another 


Pretender, all that then join with them, aid or 
aſſiſt them, undoubtedly break the National U- 
nity. In like manner is every one guilty of 
breaking the Provincial Unity, who: joins: with 
à Biſhop, who'diſowns his rightful Arch-Biſhop, 
the Centre of that Unity, and joins with an op- 


„ 
* 


ſite Arch-Biſhop. And I think what you ſay 


In the latter end of this Chapter is very remark- 
«able. * I confeſs, if thoſe that continued in Commn- 


nion with Dr. Compton were thereby oblig d, by ſome 


explicit or implicit Action or Declaration to acknow- 
_ ledge the intruding Dr. Moore "for Biſhop of Nor- 
wich: Or if the Publick Aſſemblies of the Church of 
England, in the Dioceſe of London, were held in 
oppoſition to Dr. Lloyd's Authority, and in defiance 
' of his Right to the See of Norwich, er the lite; then 


the Caſe had been very different. 


ſappoſe, when 


vou ſay the Caſe had been very different, you mean, 


they had been then guilty of Schiſm. Now, 


Sir, if you will oblige me and the Nonjurors fo 


far as to read over this Paſſage again, with only 
theſe ſmall Alterations, putting Dr. Tiflorſon in- 


ſtead of Dr. Moore Dr. Sancroft inſtead of Dr. 


Lloyd; and Arch-Biſhop of Canterbury inſtead of 
Biſhop of Norwich; you will ſee the Caſe is as 


different as can be: And you muſt confeſs,” that 


' thoſe who continued in Communion with Dr. Compton 
were thereby obliged, by ſome explicit or implicit Aﬀti- 
10) DONT OY SOHO 3 2 on 
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(9) 
in or Duclaratiam to acknowledge Dr. Tillotſon for 
Arch Biſhop ef Canterbury; and that the Publick 
Aſſemblies of the Church of England, in the Dioceſe 
London, mere held in oppoſition to Dr. Sancroft”s 
Authority, and in Defiance to his Right to the See of 
Canterbury." I ſuppoſe you will oblige the Non- 
jurors, as well as me, by informing us, how you 
can in this Caſe clear the Dioceſe of London of 
the Guilt of Schiſm, according to your own Prin- 
. Bron I proceed to your next Chapter, 
give me leave to obſerve to you, how well pleas 
we Diſſenters are with much of your Diſcourſe. 
For my on Part, I ſhould not only thank you 
for it, but the Nonjurors for being the Occaſion 
of it, if I apprehended it was out of Kindneſs 
Genie HOT nity tors: 7: N 


* 


41. 1603-23 ese A £3.31 $4 1 3 13 7 
I. Von Diſcourſe will ſerve ſor a ſort of 
Inder N to abundance of your Wri- 
ters againſt us. You, Sir, are too well vers'd in 
our Controverſy, to need my telling you, what 
a deal of Pains has been taken to prove we can- 
not pollibly be-any Part of \the Catholick Church, 
becauſe we are ſeparated from a true Part of it. 
This Argument has been manag'd with much 
Metaphyſical Nicety; and the Gentlemen who 
uſed it, ſeem'd to triumph in it as a perfect De- 
monſtration. The Catholick Church, ſay. they, 
is one Body; the various Members of which it 
conſiſts are all joĩn'd ta one another, and ſo ſorm 
one Body: whoever therefore is ſeparated from 
any one true part of the Church, is certainly cut 
off from the whole Body. But 1 „we ſhall 
never mare be dunn'd with any of this Folly, 
ſince you ſo frankly acknowledge there may be a 
Schiſm, where both ſides remain in the Catholick 
Church, by Virtue" of their being united to 


C28) 
Ehriſt. the Head af it. Nay you are pleas'd. ti 
rally the Gentlemen who have talkd; after this 
wild rate. + How often, ſay you,': have we been 
told, that in the Primitiue Nimus "twas beld for 
Maxim, ' that he _ who «was a Scbiſmatick 
Sound Branch or Part of 


ftrange Iiſerences have been drawn from thence, &? 
Thoßpe all Writings of this. fort ſhall henceforth 
paſs-for\waſt-Paper-7 07 771 4 0 911] 207 21A 


Sani o CORTE TE tienen 
H. Ax or un Font we gain by your Dif- 
courſe is, that we ats not to be chargid with 
Schiſm for: ſepara ting ftom the National Chut 
but only for ſeparating from the Dioceſan Chur 
wherein we dwell. If every Dioceſe is ſuch an 
Independent Church, as pour Atgument repre» 
ſents it, this muſt be the G nee, Now 
this will put an End to a greał many 
which have been rais'd ngainſt uss. 
ute Neo ot ef £955 ent: zie 40 l 

III, Yo v offer very fair: to ſatisfy the Diſſen. 
ters, there is no other than a Schiſm of Co- or. 
dination between them and the Dioceſan Chur- 
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be excommunicated, according to the 4 Th 


lical Canons, which any gi res 
nery aticient.. 3 * (C2 1 
S153} £5! Ws MIC; M&A ind 
AIV. is poſſible the Diſſenters: ans FR this 
means clear themſelves, and leave the Charge of 
Schiſm-wholly upon their Co-ordinates or Equals, 
For if the Prelates can't be prov'd to have any 
Right to that ſpiritual Superiority they pretend 
to, licels can be ſaid, either to clear them of the 
Guilt of Schiſm, or to fix the Charge of it upon 
the Miniſters ejected.” For if they were their 
Eqquals in their Paſtoral Relation to their Flocks, 
what was there in their Conduct that render d 
. Lo _ 2 — 
ing (even ſuppoſing mig wfully have 
—— it) forfeit their Paſtoral Power? Or by 
Right did the Prelates inſiſt upon ſuch Terms c 
Communion with their Equals ? To which I 
might add; they retain'd, for ought I ſce, their 
Right after ward, ſince they were never depriv 
but by a Civil Power, which, 1 ſuppoſe, you 
pardly allow to be à proper judicature, 
I 'come now to your fi Chapter, the Title 
of which is 1 * Whether tht Fathers of the 2 
Centuries had am ſuch Notion of the Con 
biſm, 43 har hren of late aduant d. And here 


ve not done your ſelf a greater Kindneſs than 


you have us, by confining your Enquiries to the 
firſt Oentur ies. You are ſenſible, howu nmer- 

cifully we n 

tiquity, and w rge and pompous Colle 

ha ve been made out of it againſt us. But this Anti- 

quity, that made ſuch 3 Noiſe, was many times 

on to doubtful and N Sound, —— 


Rs not 
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a gręat Fayour ; but you are not cantent without 
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not eaſy to know what was meant by, it. Wwe 


have: been paid off with the Authorities of the 
Fourth and Fifth, and ſo on down to-theEleventh 
and Twelfth Centuries. We thought it a little 
Hard to be forc'd to take ſo large a Compaſs in or- 
der to defend our ſelves: And indeed we muſt 
own, you had many Authorities in theſe Ages, 
eſpecially the lateſt of them, on your Side. But 
vou, Sir, we thank you, have reduc'd the Anti- 
quity, that is worth diſputing about, to a tole- 
table Size, and a Man need not fear to ſet about 
examining it. The only Antiquity you ſeem to 
allow any Authority to, is comprehended in the 
three firſt Ages. Thus when you appeal to them, 
you ſay : ||| Thoſe, I hope, will be thought ſuſſicient : 
and again: *-*T3s needleſs to examine the Practice 
Aſter- agen. Now this cuts off, at once, all the 
Authorities which are brought from After- ages, 
as of no conſequence in a Religious Controverſy; 
and ſo it may be of ſingular uſe to ſnorten the Diſ- 
e, and eaſe Writers on both Sides. For this 
tings, in a manner, all the Diſpute about Anti- 
quity into the narrow Compaſs of Two Hundred 
Vears. For as St. John livid beyond the End of 
the Firſt Century, and we have no Diſpute about 

e Authority of that Antiquity which is Apoſto- 
155 ſo your Writers uſe. to produce very little 
againſt us from the Genuine Writings of his Co- 
temporaries, I mean Clement,” Barnabas and Her- 
mat. And indeed we pinch you as cloſe with the 
Teſtimonies of the firſt of theſe and of the Ho- 
ly Scriptures, as you do us ſometimes with thoſe 
of the Fourth and following Centuries: . No 
this Reduction of Antiquity l ſnould have eſteemd 


Jou going 
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. 
going further, and retrenching half 4 Century 
more; which, 1 aſſure you, exceedingly adds te 
the Obligation. I was extreamly pleasꝰd to find 
you cut off, at once, the Authority of Cyprian, 
that rigid Pattern, as you call him, of Eccleſiaſtical 
Diſcipline , who uled to make a great Figure, I 
-promiſe/you;; in your-controverhal Writers, and 
Eſpecially. fome who were moſt noiſy in their Cla- 
mours about Schiſm. But here you ſpeak out 
plainly, telling us . Cyprian was by no means 
infallible; that his great Error about the Baptiſm of 
Hereticks is notorious; That "tis certain he did not 
either reaſon or think tlearly upon the Nature of the 
Church. But the nobleſt Paſſage of all is: Nor 
indeed ſhall I ever be afraid or aſnamed to diſſent ſrom 
&. Cyprian, F Ibave Scripture and Reaſon, or either 
of them on my Side. I profeſs, I can't tell what you 
could have ſaid more frankly and generouſly con- 
cerning him. Por I can never think you will 
grudge us that Liberty you take. We have 
therefore no other Antiquity left ta trouble our 
ſelves with, but only of about 150 Years, in which 
there were not very many Writers. And if your 
Writers will come no lower in ſeeking for Au- 
thorities, it may be an Eaſe to them as well as to 
us. But I can't help hoping, you will next time 
fling up the Authority of even thoſe 150 Years 3 
and that ſo we ſhall come, according to the ear- 
neſt Deſire of our Side, to acquieſce in Scripture 
and Reaſon as our only Rule. I can't perceive 
you will then pay any more than a decent Reſpect 
to Scripture and Reaſon; or that any one will be 
able to charge you with diſparaging the Authori- 
ty of thoſe Writers, more than Grin s. 

I come now to conſider your Plea. from the 
Antiquity of the three firſt Ages of the Church, 
; . 


which, 


6335 4 
which, 1 ſuppoſe, you uſe rather — ac 
_ To the — Way of arguing, than becau 
of any great Streſs you think qught to be laid ” 
on it. Here then to ſhew there is no Strength 
the Nonjurors Argument from Antiquity; you ye 

Tho" "vi true, that the Primitive Church 
moſt ſor, unden — 1 3 
At uni ver tu ſuc 

225 either — were Parties in the Schißn, 0 705 
inſtance, where there were Biſhops in the ſame 
4 ſo that the one Party muſt certainly oppoſe the 

7 Biſhop) or elſe the Biſhop! of 4 nei 
Diaceſe made himfelf a Party, and took the wrong Si 
n the 3 5e . far the l 


en Purpoſe. The firſt Caſe: eie evi. 
dently the Dioceſes of all the deprived Biſhops, 
For there the Flocks muſt be Partits in tho 2 
— ono Party muſt certainly oppoſe the Riz 
ep. Nay it muſt reach the Caſe of kr 
\ Dioceſes in the Province of ; Where 
| ig _ were Parties in the Schiſm, and thers be: 
ppoſite Archbiſhops, the" one P muſt cor- 
9 pd oppoſe the Rightful Archbiſliop.”. The ſecond 
exatly tus 12 with that all the Biſhops 
who took the Oaths upon the Revolution: They 
all, according to your Conceſſions, made themſebves 
Partier, and took the wrong Side, and were guilty of 
the Schiſm of Ci-ordination. And certainly this is 
very much to the Nonjurors: Purpoſe, who» do 
not artfully ſhift the Scene of this Diſpute from 
what it naturally is. Nor is it wide even from 
your Purpoſe, ** there is a third se 
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I think yon ought to have mention'd, becauſe it 
has ſome what peculiat in it; tho* otherwiſe it 
may ſeem comprehended in your latter Caſe. 
»Tis this; The Primitive Church did moſt ſe- 
verely condemn and depoſe as Schiſmatical thoſe 
Biſhops, who ordain'd Schiſmatical Anti- biſhops, 
and they for bad all Communion with them. Now 
as you allow, . thoſe who. came in the room 
of the-Depriv'd Biſhops were Schiſmatical Intru- 
ders, you muſt likewiſe grant, that the Pri- 
mitive Church would certainly have depos'd 
and forbid all Communion with their Ordainers. 
No one can deny this to have been the Senſe of 
the Primitive Church, who has heard what they 
ay of the Ordination of Nowatian. Now as the 

Senſe of the Ancients is here very clear, will 
you pleaſe to conſider how this affects the Churc 

of England ? Beſide thoſe you call the Schiſma- 
tical en vizs the Archbiſhop. of Canter- 

bury, the Biſhops of Bath and Wells, of Ely. Nor- 
wich, Peterborough and Glouceſter, we muſt add 
thoſe who were concern'd in the Ordination of 
any of them, that is, theſe Six more; the Biſhops 
of Wincheſter, St. - Aſaphz. Salishury, Worceſter, 
Briſtol and Oxford. So that here are above half 
the Biſhops of the Province of Canterbury all of 
them; according to the ancient Doctrine, down- 
right Schiſmaticks. And Sourhwark being in the 
Dioceſe of Wincheſter,. there will be a Neceſſity of 
Four fixing a new Scene of the Diſpute, with re- 
ference to any Nonjuring Aſſemblies on that Side 
London- Bri Westie 5 an oe n 5 ' wm 

I ſhall defer the Conſideration of your Chal. 
lenge, till I examine what: you ſay of the Schiſm 
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may commun tate \ with anut her Biſhop 
22% n Schiſin of Co-ordination; ani that a Flor 
hy ſafely continut in chmmumion with their \ Biſho 
when he btcomts- giiilty ef that Cyime ; provided, ta 
be ſrirt\, that they do not 1 vely join 1 fle Shi ſm 
f him whom they Lommmuicale 20 Now here you 
alledge the famous Schiſm in Pope ids Days, 
eden he excommunicated the ant Churches, 
upon a vety impertinent Controverſy concern : 
ng the Time of keeping Eaſter, I agree with 
ou; here was 4 Schiſm, and that Fit 
And his Party, were the Schiſmaticks. And 
am heartily glad to ſee you produces this ET, 
which muſt indeed, be i t gh Confutation of 
the damning Sentences which ſome have been ſa 
veady to paſß upon all Schiſmaticks, unleſs Men 
will be md uncharitable as to think, that every 
Man of one or the other of theſe. N 
was in a State of Damnation. However I que- 
— whether this win be Jufficient fully to eſtas 
your Opinion about the judgment of, the 
ache Ie Ofithiatis, concerning the Contagion of 
Schifm. For 1.3% and his Party muſt be reck- 
| nh fore of — hey tnght 3 2 None 
for ought-appears, they might have ſuch a 
of the Oontägion of Schiſm, when they ecom.. 
munieated, at once, 6 my Biſhops, together 
with al their Churches, And tho? you fay, thi 
reſpeftror” Hoch bf Victor, aud his Schiſmvatical'Ad- 
herent i, did not think themſelves obliged 0 ſeparute 
from their re the Account' of 


ſpettive Diotefſans, upon 
their being in a State of Schiſm of 2 Ye 
1 think; Were is no Evidence, theſe Flocks had any 
Apprehenſion their Biſhops were-chargeable wi 
the Schiſm ; bur they ſeem to have taken their 
Bithopꝭs Part, and ſo henttily to have appto d ot 
what oy did with anlimplicit Faith, | 2. As ta 


CEP 


Bentithents in the Matter. We have no Actontit 
of the-Schifm but in Exſebius, who 'together witli 


Trenput,o whoſe Fragment he has V was 
bf the Pope's Side as to the Time: 2 15 
282 tha) they both diſſik d his P ; 
the Eaſtern Churches. 4 ds 
to tlie Faſter — we can't tell how they 
reſented Fupe #iftor's:Sqhiſm; and whethet they 
thaught it lu ful, or na, to hold Contemtinion 
with ſueh as held Commu —2 with theſe Schiſ- 
maticks Euſebius has i id a — 
a 3 /r wr — whdiwas one df 
them: Bat then that Letter was witit beſdte 
Nies extommunlcating them, and ſo gives us 
no Light into this Matter: And therefore, 
If we can gain any Light into their Notions u 
un this Occaſion, it muſt be by conſiderĩng the 
Practice of lune, and other Weſtern Biſhops 
he, a8 you: ſay, in 4 moſt Chriſtian Manner oppo? d 
the Pope's: Party, without ſo much 4s pretending to 
breat''s frog with bis Schiſmatical Holineſs. 
— y mdintain.d. Communion with both thoſt op- 
poſits Partie, which vefuſed to maintain — 
th Ale doubt, whether it can be prov d, 
that the Eaſtern Churches refus'd to 
<Comntunion: with the orfiet} But however, the 
Strength of gout: Argument lies upon the Beha- 
CG Treneus, wo maintain'd Com munion 
es, And“ therefore could not have 
Ten a Nation of the Uontagion of Schiſm. 
Thete are two Things which may take off-muct 
of che Forte of the Argument. t. Perhaps 
renn might think the Mabter was tlot gone far 
for him to break Communlon with Pope 
#7, whoſe Judgment he approv'd, while he 
condenin'd his taſh Excommunication. The 
Apoſtle's s Rule is: 1 Man that is F.7 Hirte, 
n te 
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maticks. Now this Venen was try ing: He and 


and remonſtrating ſbarply ag ainft bis\ Conduit 2 
had 


- concern'd in ' Novatian's Ordination. And 
peaks of this as ngo new Thing among 
Nan ſicut Antectfſores| noſtri ſune fectrunt (colli- 
e gendis fratribus 1 frater noſter Cur- 
A nelius veceſſituti face 

the Practice of dur redeceſſors in bringing our 
Brethren together, to our dear Brother me- 


3 Cn | 
aſter the firſt ani ſecond Admonition riet. And 
tho tuen did not think, as Ido, that he meant 
a Schiſmatick; yet tis very reaſonable to ſuppoſe 
he apprehended this Rule was to be applied in 
the Caſe of . Vite, ſince he (thought it to be- 
long to thoſe who were Hereticks as well as Schiſ- 


the other Weſtern Biſhops were admoniming Victor, 


- which means, às you ſay, Peace was at length reſt 
| between the Eaſt and the Weſt,  *T'is pollivle, 
Victor perſiſted in ſpite of the Admonitions given 
him. 7eneus would have thought himſelf bound to 


avoid Communion with him, upon the Account 
of the Contagion of the Schiſm of Co-ordination; 
but the early healing the Schiſm leaves us in the 
dark how far Jreneus's Notion, of the Contagion 


of Schiſm, would have carried him. 2. Tis nut 
_ eaſy, ſrom ſuch extraordinary Cafes as this, to 
termine what their ſettled Notions were, becauſe 


de- 


they ſeem not to think themſelves ſtriftly tied up 
to them upon thoſe Occaſions, when a little re- 


ceding from them would do couſiderable Service, 
and heal any great Breach: They. uſed, in the 
Caſes, to give way to Neceſſity, as 
Cornelius did in the Caſe of Trophimus 


ian ſays, 
FA  Vale- 
fius con jectures ta have been one) of the Biſhoj 


them. 


uhuit & c. AS twas often 
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. nus yielded t6: Neceſlity'y and decauſe he 
æęꝑreateſt Part of the People had gone off with 
— — 
and m nyt. 
* aud begging — — 
60 t back the Brethren, Mhome lad late- 
„ly carvied off, with a thorolgis —— 
1 and Satisfaction; his Prayers were heard ab 
& chot for mich» wes. Trophimurreceivid into; the 
2 Sea e as the — WE the Bro. 
thten which were wit Tentammulz Who * — 
«never have retutnd to the -anlefs 
they Had brought. him in ſtheir Compan —— 
When therefore: this was debated by maity N 
us u,ů received ; far 
the Brethren and the Ne- 


ur Colleaguds, 

te whom the Return 

&-covery of mapy made Satisffrtion. Here 
they recededi fm their utdinary Rules) andcre- 
laxd of theiv Rigour in tecetving Panitents, bacti 
in the Caſe of Thophithug- and his Schiſmatical A 
herents; for I hardly think Sohifameicks:woutÞ 


have met with — hp rnet „ot have been allows 


ed to inſiſt upon ſuch {twother Caſes! 
As therefore we ca ju their Notions 
and Rules about Schiſm, barely: fam what the 
did, in ſuch an extraordinary Caſe; to beau 
Schiſm; ſo neither can we julgoabeheny hereby 


what they did; ima more extraonditar Caſe, toi 
prevent a ;Schidn 315mm © 117 6d dhfgti nf A © ani 


-14 ſhall 3 — 
ꝛtis ſo like to that i dave. juſt fpak — aver. ry 

5 1 7 Wl 2 — — 
_ nicated t 

wb dhe d % Mm rn 6B "of 
Hereticks. © Nuno there was winifutlyua Sb fs of 03x on 
e 4 Gch ordina- 
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Tir tiers monty er e to ve ben 
d W veing<r{But Pape Srepbein was nndoubred? 
Iy:theSchiſthatick:0/The Quaſt iũt io is, _ 
did:they an! botly . — were — 

Schiſm 2; And-2s:to: Pope but 
hecarriediis Motion 28 far as ah f ont Nn 
jurors: For he aobonlyexcommutdicited. i 
ad the who adherid te him, cailing ide: 
falſe Chriſt,. na falle Apoſtle; india veveſt 

Worker h bat be refus d ae Civil as Rel 
=o Communian with ſuck agehbelong d to dm. 
from e, | heovtould 


— 1 —— tor receive them 
intui his Houſs j may he forbach others to entet? 


— ink nvtigdd he-chusl treat thenras 
Hrathens, mand d ud ans, but becauſt of-thoir 
Communiow h whom! tic luck d upon 
accut off from the Church i Mbift: he not then 
— 5 —— o fbtſake his 
Commutiion?:; How coy ld hei move / fully, than he 
dia declare that ibe his ind ? Ion u,ỹ you, = 
Whether you danethiniberwould have cheetful- 
— — — if they 
7 97 pw ——— Cy- 

= Andi if warns true; miſt — raya 
2 Duty of s Flo 0 r- 

8 And nnr, if we adofder what Appie- 
henkons t Side had, tis ccntain. Firmilianut 


taught, Fope an kichſelf off fram 
the Communion ot. qr 1 1 4 
 macical | dead 3 
wrto : wt pro 
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ou than>this-from. that het fays to him. 
Pert ar um vero qu \imagum' tabs. re, 
% He. AN tent — — haveyowr — , 
upon vor) ſelf}; by. uuttiug our ſelf, off 
60 trom ſa many Flocks ? — nerd ute q 
2 your, ſelf of: Don't. deceive'! your- Self 
For be id truly A Schiſmaticlti ho makes 
<ohimſelf. an Apoſtate from the Communion 
of Catholie Ukdityec;c While:!therefore you 
K think all may be encomunicutect hy => 
a ad Ren 


have excommunicated your fetfom 


e Communion 1 appean, 
that they of Oyri ans Side were ſor dealiug . 
all that belong d to Stephen, as he did by thoſe” 
who belong'd — . . would not 
ſend any Meſſengers to them; to give them an 
Opportunity) /refyfig-: to receive them. 
Opas was load the charitab 4 


excommunicatin ting . 
them, mary — would — dase been 
3 * Leys rr are Kuphen s Flock wn 
3 eee | 
= by i duch Meſſage, Stepben from 
Schiſmatical — 20d bring im 
back to Vaitg and Commaniom with chem. 
But let any one judge from tliatPaſſage I have 
o rp 
phon to be worthy to qhe epos d; an 
ne Ss had there been 
upon thar>Occaſion- in the 
Church of A would have wenotuned 
Communion with Sephory and" thkefl- part with - 
2 . that prian would have 
de the "ſame," is ack; L think ö 
un Trop of wm 0g.” 8 * 
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< 40) 

Tann is One thing confiderable in this 
Schiſm of Stenhen, as Alke igt in that of Vidtæ, 
which may perhaps be the Reaſon, why we have 
not ,#>\fullcan Accnunt af the Opinion of the 
Ancients about either af otliem- The Biſhops, 
Petwern whom the Schiſmilay, were very diſtant 
from one another, and could do little in each 
Qthers Churches, to get their xeſpective Biſhops 
epos d, or otheti hops ordain d in Oppoſition 
to them, eſpecially con ſidering al the Biſhops, 
and their Blot, in each Province, were fo 
perfect! » agreed:.abogt: the Points in Debate: 
Now this might bea a Reaſon whey: they did on 
Neither Side u earneſtly Furſue theit own! No- 
- Klaas of the Cangas en of Schiſm, as they would, 
if they bad; thought: they could bave done it 
to any purpoſe. And by the Way, I think there 
za this Deſec in theſt and all the other Inſtances 
| If Schiſm-you mention; that they EN Wen 

-of different Provinces. 
_ proceed i to the. Schiſm, you, mention, 
Of Marcjdnase.,\The Caſe. was thus: + AMarcians, 
_ Biſbop of Au, o ν,jmn the Anti- Po 
t Rome aud his Herefy. Hereupon ſome of the 
Meople ſeparated from him; and Fauſtinus, Biſhop 
 Of>Lyonizi ſent to ria ant;;PopeiSrephen to get 
im depos'd, and another} Biſhop placed in his 
Room; Mien daving receiy d this Letter, writes 
to Stephen (I ſoppoſe, (as a nearer Biſhop) to de- 
| —— — fi himſelf, againſt; him, and to ſend 
Letters to the Penple at Arleriand to the Bihops 
of Provence td ha ye another, N choſen 72 
. exdain'dinftedd; of Aarcianus: So that here Was 
g — 1 — the Flock from Aurcia- 
_ hes; for bis hing gilt) o Schiſm of Oo ardi- 
Yi 11115 Won * : © dy 
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(4r) 
nation, and that before he was depriv'd by any Syno- 
dical Cenſure, or another put in his Room; and this 
approv'd Of rien Nothing can more exactly agree 
with the Caſe of the Nonjurors according as you 
have ſtated it. And now I think it proper to look 
back to your Challenge, where you ſay: + And T1 fairly 
c e thoſe who would ſeem to pay ſuch a Deference tao 
Antiquity, to produce ſo much as one Fatt to the contrary. ' 
Theſeech them to ſhew me, if they can, that any one Flock 
was encouraged to for ſake the Communion of their Dioceſan, 
merely for his having communicated with a Schiſmatical 
Intruder into 8 See, or for being upon any other 
Account chargeable with the Schiſm of Co-ordination. I 
confeſs, if a Biſhop had been depot d for his Schiſm of Cu- 
ordination, the Flocks were obliged to adhere to the new 
Biſhop in Oppoſition to their late Schiſmatical One. But I 
defy any Man to ſhew, that a Flock could be juſtified by 
the Principles of Antiquity, in ſeparating from their own 
Biſhop"s Communion merely for bis being guilty of the 
84% of Co-ordination, before he was e Before any 
other Biſhop was ordained” to preſide over them. I dare 
ſay you will own,l havefully anſwer'd this Challenge, 
if I make good what I have aſſerted of the Caſe of 
Marcianus. And, believe me, I'll do it to a Tittle. 


I. I ay, Marcianus was guilty of the Schiſm of Co. 
ordination in holding Communion with Novatian, 
theSchiſmatical Biſnop uf Rome. You ſay: i cer» 

. tain, that he ſeparated himſelf from the Communion of his 
neighbouring Catholic Biſhops 5, and conſequently he was 
undoubtedly guilty of the Schiſm of G-ordination. But 
then you queſtion whether he communicated with 
Novatian as Biſhop of Rome. Nevertheleſs the thing 
is certain. For if the Expreſſion of Novati ano ſeſe con- 
junxerit, that he joinꝰd himſelf to Novatian ſignified 
no more than his falling into his Opinion; and ſo left 
the Matter doubtful : Yet there is another Paſſage 
which abſolutely determins it. mean where qi 
i b enen e 
ere 
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fays, ( Marcianus has long boaſted, that liking No- 
C vatiay, and following his Opinion, he has ſepara- 
<« ted himſelf from our Communion.” ©* Jampridem 
 & jaltat & predicat, quad Novatiano Studens, & eſus 

$5 pervicaciam ſequens, a communione ſe noſtra ſegreg at 
ts verit,” Would he boaſt, do we think thus, without 
holding Communion with Novatian? Nor can pri: 
an's uſing the Word pervicaciam be urged to weaken 
this Argument. For that, without doubt, is Gyprian's 
cu invidious Turn given to Marci anus Words, 

who had uſed ſententiam, or ſome like Word inſtead of 
it. And indeed it would be unaccountable, that Mars 
cianus ſhould ſeparate himſelf from the Catholicks 
upon the Account of that Opinion they held in op- 
poſition to Novatian, and yet not hold Communion 
Dr 


II. Wu nx Gprian wrote that Letter to Stephen, 
Marcianus was nõt depriv d by any ſynodicalCenture, 
nor was any other Biſhop ordain'd in his Room. In- 
deed Cyprian's Letter is to deſire Stephen to ſend ta 
the Biſhops in Gaul, to depoſe him, and place ano 
ther in his Stead. Hear Gprian: ** Quapropter facere 
& te oportet pleniſſimas literas, Cc. © Wherefore you 
© ought to write moſt fully toour Fello - Biſhaps in 
f* Gaul, that they would not ſuffer the obſtinate and 
te proud Aarci anus, the Enemy of Piety towards God, 
te and the Salvation of the Brethren, any longer 19 
ks inſult our Colledge [that is of Catholick Biſhops] 
be hecauſe he does not yet ſeem excommunicated by 
F us.” And again afterwards he ſays: & Let Letters 
tf bedirected from you into Provence, and to the Pco- 
kr ple at Ales, that Alarcianus being excommunica- 
< ted; another may be placed in his Room, and the 
Flock of [Chriſt may be gather d, which hitherto 
ff. is deſpiſed; being by him Tcatter d and wounded.” 
. The ſame may be.coufirm'd!by: another Paſſage, if | 
Fightly underſtood ; tho”1 ſuppoſe that led you inta 
the contrary Opiniqny -* Let ren = | 


©. 


; | ( 43.) 
u not paſsSentence, but receive it; nor let him ac 
t as tho he were to judge the Col edge of Prielt?, 
«ſince he is judg'd by the Prieſts univerſally, ” 
Now in this Paſſage, Cyprian does not ſpeak of any 
Judgment paſs'd upon Marcianus in particular, but 
only of the Judgment that had already paſs'd upon 
Noatian; towhom Marcianics had join'd himſelf; and 
in whoſe Condemnation Marcianus was, in effect, 
condemn'd like wiſe. This Condemnation of Nati af 
he takes particular Notice of before in the Letter; 
and he woyld without doubt have mention'd the 
INE Condemnation of Marci anut, had there 
been any ſuch thing: But the contrary is plain by 
other Expreſſions of the Epiſtle. Beſides in e 
other Senſe could Gprian ſay, Murcianus was judg'd 
by all the Prieſts ab uni verſis ſacerdotibus judicatut, but 
only as they had all condemn'd him in condemning 
 Novktiar ? His Caſe was of a longer ſtanding, ha p- 
pening Five Year before, and it had made a great 
Noiſe thro* the World, and had been univerſally 
- condenin'd;” but Marciatus's Caſe was but then in 
: Agitatior. *'So that herE was a Biſhop guilty of the 
Schiſm of Cotordinition without being depriv'd, of 
having another placed in his Room 
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An Ut. Tanirm, that ſome of the People at Arles were 
at that Time ſeparated from Marci anus, and that 
© Oprim approv'd of their Practice. And to prove 
this T ſhall only tranſlate one Paſſage of his Letter. 
e Dleirco enim, frater cariſſime;copioſum corpus eſt ſacer- 
dot um contordiæ mitue glutino atq, unitatis vinculo 
4 copulatum, &c. Therefore is the numerous Body of 
- «Prieſts joinꝰd together with the Band of mutual 
-  Conitord and Unity, that if any of our Colledge 
ſnould attempt to broach a Hereſy, and to tear or 
_ *-walt the Flock of Chriſt, the reſt may come in to 
e their Help, and as uſeful and merciful Shepherds, 
may gather the Lord's Sheep into his Flock. For 
& what if a Port begins to be dangerous for Ships, 

wy OO TORY wy ; 15 F 2 | | has town th seits 
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On — TOES. 
« jts Works being broken; ſhould not Searhen ſail 
tc to other Ports, where they have a ſafe Entrance, 
tt and a ſecure Harbour? Or if an Inn upon the 
ec Road comes to be in the Hands of R „ ſo 
&« that whoever goes into it, is made a Prey to them, 
c laying wait for him; don't Travellers, when they 
4 know it, go to other Inns, where there is more 
_ ©< ſafe and hoſpitable Entertainment? In like man- 
«< ner ſhould it be now with us, Dear Brother, we 
© ſhould readily and Kindly receive our Brethren, 
«< who having avoided the Roc is of Marcianus, come to 
& the ſafe Ports of the Church, and ſhould accomodate 
<« theſe Travellers with ſuch an Inn as that menti- 
cc on'd-in the Goſpel, where they being w 
by Thieves, may be receiv'd, and cheriſhd, and 
* kept in Safety by the Hoſt. 6.8503) 6 {152 
- Ne xr. you mention two other || Schiſms of Be. 
filidesand Martialis. Theſe were twoSpariſh Biſhops, 
who had been guilty of Idolatry, upon Which their 
Churches forſook them. Baſil:des profeſt his Repen- 
tance, aud was glad to communicate as a Layman j 
and ſo Sabizns was ordainꝰd Biſhop in his Stead.” Mar- 
tialis ſeems to have neither refign'd, nor to have been 
ſynodically 2 However his Caſe being plain, 
Felix was ordain'd in his Room. Baſilide, ſume Time 
after went to Rome, and there impos'd upon poor 
Pope Sephen, and got him to own him, and then went 
and ſet p again for Biſhop of his old See. Martiabs 
uſed ſome fraudulent dealing alſo; it ſeems not im- 
probable, but is not certain, that he went to Rome 
with-Baflides : However, he pretended; Iikewiſe to 
his old Biſhoprick, The People of both Churches 
adher'd to their new Biſhops, and ſent them to . 
prian for his Advice. qyriam hereupon commended 
the People for what they had done, and juſtiſies their 
forſaking their old Biſhops. .. The Caſe of Marti ah, 
comes cloſe upon you, unleſs you can ſhew, he was 
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depos d by y a Seen Cenſute, which think 


can't do, except you beben dorch 
his Ss wü be d Emp virtually toder poſe 


him: Andl if that be true, any Three or Four Biſhops 
may make a Syuod when 7 will.” Tis certain 


an lays no Streſs upon any thing but his Wi 11 8 
Reiß, and his whole Argument fte s, he book d n 
the People to have nada a Right to depole epoſe him. You 


fay ; S. Cyprian 7e us ſome. of "his COlleguts did 1 


25 041 MMunicate with Baſſlides % Martialis: 

this Phraſe Athotes i Biſhops ec be profeſr dbim- 
7 in Conthtunion with. 24 but not a. 
2 It news Cyprian hgh gere might be 
ſuch a Caſe, Br Yb the Schiſm"6f*Co-ordinatlo! 
might not be a fufficient'Gronnd' bf depoſing a B 
hop ; But then what was that Cafe? 'Only When d 
Biſhop held 'Comimanton "with a Schiſmatical Bi- 


Mop, being impos'd upon and deceiy'dby'a falſe Re- 
lation of Matter of Fact, that is, df the State of t] 
Schiſm. And tern it would baye been hard,” 
ian thought Pope 8 7 defer y'd to be da rg 
a wrong Judginent'giv „en Caſe 6 
op miſrepreſented to tim; wh 2 fat hin 
ws liable to the ſume. For ems to have 
ae oily one Side, 48 ge ephen 0 31 54 other. 
A Cyprian mabes for Stephen in the Caſe of 5. Ir | 
* Roniam pergens Sephartim colley ans 110 ff u Terk» 
e eſte 215 ac tacite Veritatis inarum 45 fell. | 
o went it Rome, and deceiv'd'ou Collegne Ste- 


by 
en, who liv'd AH great Diſtance, and was Ign 


<rantof Matter df Fact, and bf the Truth WBI 
© was cohceaPd from” him.” "Tt Teems' reaſditabſe 
allow, there ſhould he ſome ry hat more of W alas 
Tieceſſary to make 4 Man's Schifinatick, as well as a 
Heretick, than what was in Stephen's Caſe ; 1 N 
oy ſhould be gull 'of ſomewhat worſe than a Miſt 
Matter of Fact. However, as the Thing Hadah f 
2 Yeu ſes a ſevere Cenſure upon him, 
much gf the Odium of it by not | 
ſpeaking; 
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king of him. by Name, but ſpeaksi in the Plu 
ſpeaking the Callegues he refers to, 1 underſtand, a 
phenalone tobe intended; which is a way of ff peaking 
155 with the Apoſtle Paul, and many other Writers. 
H. Tux x x, tsanother Paſſage you mention in that 
Rpiſtle,as an Ohjection again your Scheme; and ti 
eed an unanſwerable which I ſhall 5 
dea vour to confirm. 1 ſhall ſetdown the Place pre- 
Fo tly,but would firſt take notice of your Remark up- 
n it. * fay vou, N 14 moſt heinous Sn, and con- 
* Sr, Cyprian's Jud ment, the Flack ought to ſe- 
rate 772 2 7 lh Biſhop, if he hecomes a Schi ſmatic . But 
in ack the Non urors, whether they will cart td 
er 2 opoſition of St. Cyprian ii univerſally true, 
ow 1 N ey 0 La 2 from their Biſhop 5 15 be 


wicked Mar; or what. Reaſon they can give 
5 5 755 from their Biſhop, if his Ar be 
Grordinatien; although they need not ſepar 
2277 om = F his, Wickedneſs be of, another Nature; 
oſe. Murder or. Drunkeneſs. Iwill not pretend to 
Cyprian, that 
On ene were to forſake a Biſhop, 
uch Crimes you mention, ox of 


i be was gu 
5 They Aud i Eh d only deſirę any. Man that que- 


s it, ta FAG that Epiltle for bis Conyidtion. 
et me there re ſhew how. the Paſſage you cite is 
roughtin. The Letter is writ in the Nameof Gpr;- 


8 36 other Biſhops. << When we were met to⸗ 


gether. 901 hey J we read the Letters which, ac- 
« eording tg e Sincerity of your Faith and your 
tt Fear of God, you ſent us by our Fellow-Biſhops 
. Felix and e you tell us Baſilides and 
e Martialis, having accepted Libels to teſtify, their 
es joining in the Heathen Idolatry, and being guilty 


"© of grievous Grimes, ought, not to be Biſhops, or 


de miniſter in e Prieſthood : And you have deſir'd 
2 an Anſwer rom Hyd that you may be —— 
12 Fes © 1 * 2 
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roms Det 1 | 2. an Aden 32. 
e and aſſiſted by our Judgment in the juſt and nes. 
i ceſſary Care you have taken. But this, your De-, 
& fire, is not fo much anſwer'd by our Advice, as 
© by. the Divine Precepts, by which it was long ago 
& order'd in the Law of God, What kind of Mea, 
& ſhould ſerve at the Altar, and perform the Sacri- 


* 


* fices.” Hereupon they cite. Exod. xix. 22. xxx. 21. 


Lev. xxi. 17. Theſe are the Divine Precepts they talk, 
of, which have no particular Regard to Schiſm, but 
tolmmorality in general. Then they go on: © Now, 
<< ſince theſe Things are made known aforehand, 
E and. are manifeſt, tis neceſſary our Obedience 
« ſhould be paid to the Divine Precepts; Nor can 
Men authorize the accepting Men's Perſons in 
&« ſuch things, or make Allowance to any one, where 
a Divine Order comes in the Way, and has given 
« a Law. Their Meaning plainly is : There is no 
need of the Advice of any Biſhop, or the Order of 
any: Synod, when God has already given ſuch an ex- 
preſs and clear Order in the Caſe. They then cite 
Tai. xxix. 13, taking Notice of Chriſt's repeating 
It. Mark vii. 13. and add: © Having theſe things 
by before our Eyes, and religiouſly conſidering the 
© 1n the Ordinations of Prieſts, we ought to chuſe 
none but ſpotleſs and upright Biſhops, who may 


& holily and worthily offer Sacrifices to God, and be 


te heard in thoſe Prayers they make for the Safety of 
= the Lord's People: Since tis written: God hears 
** not 4 Sinner; but if any Man worſhip him, and do bis 
* Mil, him he beareth, Upon which Account ſuch 
* axe, upon a diligent and thorough Inquiry, to 5 
& choſen into the Prieſthood,as,” tis certain,arechearc 

* by God. Nor let the Peqple flatter themſelves, as 
te thor they could be unhurt by the Contagion of the 
$ Sin. of a wicked Prieſt, when they communicat 

te with him, and give their Conſent to the unjul 

* and ynlawful Eplſcopacy of him that is ſet over 
ehem; ſince the Divine Cenſyre threatens 5 
| £7 os * 


prophet He ea an ſays: , 
41 al Ye Bread % mon mourning, all that eat of 
« them ſhall be pollnte _ Whereby he lainly tea- 
ches us, that all are 5 2 775 in his Sin, 
& who.are poll futed with 7 rhce of a prophane 
« and nhrighteous Pr Prieſt. we likew wife fin 
« plainly declar d in it. W 1 Ort Dathan 
« and Abiram aſſum d to 15 8 . 
& to Aaron, the Liberty of facri Feng here'th 
Lord Commane ded, 455 Moſes, that the People 
« mould be f. rate from them, leſt, being join'd, 
« with wicked Men, they alſo in the ſame Wicked 
cc nefs ſhould be puniſh'd. Be ye Ep, [ſays be. 
« from the Tents of thoſe yer er and — * 
« nothing that belongs to them, leſt you periſh wit 
« them in their Sin, Now follows the Paſſage yo 
ite. For which 12 the People obeying, the 
Divine Precepts, and fearing God, onght to ſepa- 
« rate themſelves from a wicked Ruler, and not to 
& have to Sou the Sacrifces of a villanous prieſt; 3 
« ſince they. ef ally, haye the Power of chuſing 
« worthy ric 85 75 of . rejeQing thoſe that are 
« ynworthy.” Now it f Gprian and theſe Biſhops do 
declare their Opinion, that the People 
hay e a Right to leave a wicked Biſhop, they can 
have no Meaning at all and their Epiſtle muſt he the 
moſt impertineut thing in the World. What wh 
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theſe Divine Prec s they talk o Wee ipture Rule 
What a ſhameful, Remark then 4.555 of n 
hich the Biſhop. of Oxford has ſet down from him 
pon this Place. „ Not, ſays' he, that the Pevy 
4 ple were to do this of dhew tene, bur. being ad- 
« moniſhd by the juſt and neceſſary Care of other 
a * R oe. Biſhops. of other. 2 N whoſ; 
& Advices anſwer t0 Divine Precepts. ” How 
1 Sp 


Aly contrary is this tothe maniteſ Senſe of th 
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+x; alttiis ordinarily is? The people were, according 
to & Judgment of this Sy nod, to forſake ſuch wick- 
ed Biſhops and Prieſts by Virtue ofa Divine Precept, 
whether a'Synod did or did not cenfiire or depoſe 
them. And indeed there is no mention in the Epiſtle 


of any depoſing or cone of Martialis,beſide the 


Peoples forſaking him and chuſing another. Of Ba- 
filzdes they fay, he was juſtly depos'd Fjafte depoſitur] = 
hut they preſently after ſhew by whom he was de- 
3 ; that it was Baſiliders own Act; that being 
"wounded in his own Conſcience, of his own Accord 
he laid down his Office: N N pro conſcientia ſue 
 vulntre fponte Aeponens. 1 have the rather taken fo 
much Notice of this, that you may ſee hat Reaſon a 
reat Part of the Diſſenters have, according to the 
udg ment of this Sy nod, to ſeparate as they do, upon 
the Account of the ſcandalous Lives of the Preiſts; 
tho we don't herein ſo much regard their Judgment, 
as we do the Divine Precepts; Marth. vii. 1. 
I mall be brief upon the reſt of your Chapters. In 
your I you anſwet an Argument of the Nonju- 
rs, that Dr. Compton was excommunicated ipſo fats 
the ſecond Canon, becauſe be thefeby deny'a or 
impeach'd the Eccleſiaſtical Authority of Suprema- 
cy of King 877 II. or of the Preſent Pretender 
whom they Call Ring Jams Ill. and therefore all in 
his Dioceſe were bound to ſeparate from him and dif. 
bwa his Authority. Now here you infiſt upon it, that 
the Canon does not mean, 4 Perſon is actually exco n- 
municated before any formal Sentence. And I con- 
fefs, T have had the fame Notion you have of thoſe 
Excommunications 1 allo. But however I think 
dne may move theſe Three Quer ys upon the Canon. 
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4 I. D015 it n6t plalaly appear by this Canon, 
that Ur. Comproy deſervid Excommunication; 
according to the 2 28 Principles, upon 
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the Suppoſition of the Truth of which - yt 
argue? a 7 i, 208”: 


II. Do you not believe, that Dr. Compton would 
have been actually depoſed and excommunicated, if 
a free Synod had examin'd his Conduct, according to 
the Old Principles of the Church of England, which 
the Nonjurors adhere to, and you allow them? 


III. CAN ſuch a Perſon. be look'd upon fit to be 
communicated with, and obey d as a Biſhop, who 
has notoriouſly done what the Canons declare de- 
ſerves Excommunication, and who had been cer- 
tainly excommunicated, had there been a free Sy- 
nod to proceed againſt him 
I ſhall only add; tho? the Nonjurors miſtake the 
Meaning of ſuch Excommunications, yet they are 
not the only Perſons who do ſo. There are many of 
the other Clergy of their Mind; who therefore can't 
ſatisfy themſelves with your Anſwer. Such are all 
they who think, that barely by Virtue of ſuch + 
Excommunications the Clergy are warranted to re- 
fuſe to read Prayers at the Burial of any Diſleaters;z 
which 1 would not be underſtood to ſpeak of in a 
Way of Complaint upon our own Account, who 
can be very eaſy without their Favour, and pity 

their Uncharitableneſs. e 
You Sixth Chapter is only a Summing up your 
Argument. Your Seventh is concerning The pretend- 
ed Immorality of your Prayers. And, no doubt, this 
Immorality is only pretended, and not real; fince it 
only lies in Praying for the preſent Government. 
Now all that youattempt here, is, to ſhew, ho Per- 

ſons may, as Laymen, be innocently preſent at ſuc 
Prayers. Vou don't endeavour to vindicate Clergy- 
mens reading thoſe Prayers,or People's joining with 
them, but only their being preſent without ay ing 


Amen 


nde The Clergyman's Fade Mecum Part I. P. 170. 


(51), 


"Amen to the Prayers for the Government. Now ! 
think your Diſcourſe is here very defective. The 
Nonjurors may be ſuppos'd not only to think the 
Prayers to becontrary to the Doctrine of the Church 
of England, to the ſecond Canon, and to the Declara- 
tion ſhe requir'd Her Clergy toſubſcribe by the A 
of Uniformity > but may carry their Notion much 

arther according to the firſt of the Canons of 1640, 
and look upon theſe very Prayers as treaſonable a- 
gainſt God, as well as againſt the King. And certainly 
you have not then ſaid enough to juſtify their being 
preſent, where they knew ſuch Prayers would be 
uſed. Beſides, as they think the Prayers unlawful to 
be read by a Clergyman, they may well think they 
have moſt Reaſon to join with ſuch Clergymen as 
leave them out, and whom they look upon as unjuſt- 
ly deprivꝰq for refuſing to ſwear agreeably to them. 
And doubtleſs you will do much better Service to 
your Church, by confuting this pretended Immo- 
Tality of your Prayers,and by vindicating the Right 
of King GEORGE, than by contriving Shifts and 
Artifices, by the Help of which, Men may ſalve 
their Conſciences, in being preſent at them, upon 
the Suppoſition of their Immorality. 

Vo Vox Eighth Chapter is to ſhew, That the Nonju- 
rors Separation from the Communion of Biſhop Robinſon, 
is Schiſmatical. This Chapter goes upon what you 
preſume has been done by the Nonjurors. And as 1 
think many of the Things you preſume, are reaſon- 
able enough; ſo l think the Conduct of that Party 
might have led you to have preſum'd many more. 
Howeyer, an Argument built upon ſuch doubtful 
Gueſles can't be very certain. You ſuppoſe the De. 
priv'd Biſhops coaſecrated Suffragans for their other 


Dioceſes, as well as they did Dr. Hickes for that of 


Norwich, and that a Succeſſion of Nonjuring Biſhops 
has been continu'd among us. And you ſay, Becauſe 


you are arguing upon the Principles of the Nonjurors,there- 


fere you will grant, that the Depriu d Biſbopi had even 
L Fre mm A G 2 1 | „ aſter 
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aſter their Depri vatiam, 4 Right to con ſecrate Siſſragan 
for NN are ax. fe mon 
oblig'd to you for granting them this, which your 
own Principles neceſſitate you to hold; namely, be- 
cauſe thoſe Biſhops were never depriv'd by Synodi- 
cal Cenſure. And the Spiritual Action of a Conſecra- 
tion can be no more null'd by an Act of Parliament, 
than by ſuppos'd Want of 4 Right ful Prince's Nomina- 
tion. But why might you not ſuppoſe; that thoſe/De- 
a Biſhops, by Vir tue of ſome ſecret Commiſſion 
rom King James, depriv'd the Biſhops that took the 
Oaths, and conſecrated others in their Stead If Dr. 
Hickes's Conſecration could be kept ſo ſecret for a- 
bove ſeventeen” Years, who knows what may yet 
come to Light hereafter? And why may it not be pre- 
ſum'd that Dr. Mickes, and the other Suffragans, if 
they were ordain'd during the Lives of their reſpe- 
five Dioceſans, had ãt expreſꝰ d both in King Fames's: 
Order, and at their Conſecration, that they were ap- 
pointed Suffragans and Succeſſors to their Dioce- 
ſans? Or, if they were conſecrated upon the Demiſe 
of their Dioceſans, hy may they not be underſtood 
to take the Title of Suffragans only upon a Pruden- 
tial Conſideration, to avoid the Danger of a Premu- 
pire? Or, Why might not King James, in Complai- 
ſance to the Nonjurors, and the more to encourage 
them, change the Sees of the ſeveral Dioceſes, as 
ſrom Notwich to Thetford, and the like? In this Caſe, 
the Suffragan of Thetford muſt be look'd upon, accor- 
ding to the Principles upon which you argue, as the 
Biſnop of the Dioceſe of Norwich, and the Suffragan 
of Dover, as the Archbiſhop of Canterbury: And now] 
ſuppoſe there was a Suffragan of Colcheffer too, that 
is, another beſide Dr. Robin vn prerending to the Bi- 
ſhoprick of London, how will you maintain the Title 
of the latter according to your own Conceſſions? Be- 
ſides, I would fain know; how you are ſure, they un- 
derſtand Sa fragum in the ſame Senfe you do. Vou ſup- 
poſe Pr. AHictes ſtyl d himſelf” guffragan of Fherfard, - 


| C537 
meaning he was Suffragan to the Biſhop of Nrwich; 
but why may he not as well be underſtood to intend. 
that he was Suffragan of the Archbiſhop of Carers / 
bury. For you are ſenſible all the Biſhops of a Pro- 
vince are reckon'd the Archbiſhop's Suffragans. 1 
will not enlarge upon the Conſequences of theſe 
Things, becauſe 1 own they are but Speculations. 
$BnvERAL things in your laſtChapter have fallen 
in my way already. I ſhall therefore be brief here 
likewiſe. You ſay : A, for thoſe eee Biſhops 
were depriv'd, whatever might haue been pleaded whilſt 
the depriv d Biſbops themſelves were alive; yet ſince that 
Perſonal Conteſt is at an End, and the Sebiſm of G ordi- 
ation is perfectly ceaſed (becauſe the deprived Biſhops are - 
dead; and thoſe who were conſecrated by the depriv d ones, 
or derive their Succeſſion from them, do not pretend to be 
other than Suffragans) therefore thoſe Biſhops that have” 
hren elected, and conſecrated,and publickly and unanimouſ-" 
ly awn'd by their Comprovincials, as Biſhops of thoſe ont 
controverted Sees, are now,byall the Rules of Eccleſiaſtical 
Diſcipline,( and particularly St. Cprian whons the Nonfu-' 
rors love to magnify) the only lawful Biſhops of them. 1 
have already hinted a Reaſon, ' why 1 think you 
ought not to argue from the Nonjurors uſing the 
Title of Suffragans. To which 1 might add, that the 
Suffragans may poſlibly have Dioceſans of their own? 
Kidney, whoſe Suffragans they are; ButIQuery whe. 
ther the Schiſmatical Ordination of an Anti-biſh6p - 
is not null? And in my Mind this is not a Perſonal” 
Conteſt that ceaſes upon the Death of either Party. 
Give me leave, Sir, to uſe an Argument here; Which 
you may poſlibly like the better for its being ſolike” 
one of your own. I ſay then, you cannot allow thoſe 
the Nonjurors and your ſelf take to be Schiſmarical' 
Intruders into the Dioceſes of the depriv*d Biſhops, 
to be at any time the Rightful Biſhops of thoſe Di- 
oceſes. For if they are, it muſt be by Virtue of 
ſomewhat before or after the Death of the depriv d 
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Yiſhops : Not any thing before, becauſe then there 
muſt have been two Biſhops of the ſame Dioceſe at 
the ſame time, which is contrary to a fundamental 
Maxim of the Epiſcopal Scheme: Not after their 
Death; for what had they after which they had not 
before ? If their Election, Confecration, &c. made 
them Biſhops of thoſe Dloceſes, they muſt have 
been ſo before the Death of the Depriv'd ones. And 
ſince you graut they were not before the Death of 
the Depriyv'd, and nothing new happen'd to them 
at their Death, they cannot therenpon become the 
Rightful Biſhops. And Gprian ſpeaks of no ſuchCaſe 
as this. Nor can you, I believe, produce any one 
Inſtagge in the ancient Times of a Schiſmatical An- 
OE) being reckon'd a rightful one, upon the 
Death of him who was fo in his Life time. I ſpeax 
of the three ſitſt Centuries. For I grant ſomewhat 
of this Nature may be met with afterwards» But 
then it was upon a preceding Compact for the heal · 
ing of a Schiſm. And in that Caſe the Schiſmatical 
Perſon: became reconcil'd to the Church, and was 
no Schiſmatick; when he whom he ſucceeded, died. 
Now nothing of this Nature can be pretended in 
the preſent Caſe. n (F747 <3, <1 
Veo the whole, Sir, I think I have ſhewn, you 
cannot defend the preſent Publick Aſſemblies of the 
Church of England upon your Principles; and that 
here is a Neceſſity of your revoking the Conceſſions 
you have made the Nonjurore, if you would do any 
Service to the Church; for as for the Government. 
I can't perceive you deſign'd it any. And after all 
the Noiſe of your Jus Divinum, it ſeems impoſſible. 
to defend the Church, without ſuppoſing it to be a 
Parliamentary Church, and that, the ſame Power 
hat makes Biſnops can unmake them alſo. 
Jou will bear with me likewiſe, if I tell you, lap- 
prehend the Truth muſt lie on our Side, or the Non- 
jurors» If the Doctrines of Paſſive Obedience and Non 
Reliſtange are true; the Nonjurors are certainly in 
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he Right, and theClergyareSchiſmatical inrenowns = 
neing them, and forſaking their Brethren who ſtick 
by them: If theſe Doctrines are(as they doubtleſs a 
notoriouſly falſe, the Church of England was Schi- 
matical in eſpouſing them, and in rejecting us ig 
1662. becauſe we would not declare our Aſſent ta 
them. Lou may chuſe which you pleaſdGCF. 
Exc us E me, if l beſeech you, Sir, not to be in a 
Wrath with us Fanatic le, if we don't ſhew our ſelves 
diſpleas'd, When we ſee this Controverſy. about 
Schiſm brought to ſuch an Iſſue. For tis to be hoped, 
the preſent Goyernment,which cannot conſiſtently 
with their own Safety incourage the Nonjurors, will 
no ſee the preſent eſtabliſh'dClergycannot bly 
defend themſelves without owning we were It t 
Right in 1662. in oppoſing ſuch pernicious Doctrines, 
as were then made Terms of our keeping in; and ; 
conſequently. the Schiſm didnot lieonphrSide then. 
and we have had very hard Uſagè ſince. And I hear- 
tily pray God, the - preſent Providence may have 
this good Effect, to open the Eyes of the Nation, and 
let all Men into a right Underſtanding of the 
true State of our Ca. 2 
Vo v may perhaps expect, as I have ſhewn thge 
Weakneſs of your Arguments, I ſhould-how my ſelif 
deal with the Nonjuxors, and lay before them proper 
Arguments to convince them of the Unreaſonable- 
neſs of their making any Difficulty in falling in with 
the preſent Government. But in this I think Lam 
happily prevented by a Clergy Man of theChurch of 
Eng land, who has, in my Apprehenſion, unanſwera- 
. blyconfuted the Principles of the Nonjurors. I mean 
the very ingenious Author of e ph to = —4 
arge of Schiſm theChurchof England; from 
bene wn ben to receive Conxiction 
than from a Diſſenter; thoꝰ I can't ſee his Principles 
_ are much different from mine. I contels, I could not 
read your Treatiſe, without ſome Indignation, when 
I ſaw.how n gave up the Revolution and the pre- 
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